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POSTSCRIPT, e 


SIR, 


T has often been ſaid, that a great book is a 

great evil. Whether what I now addreſs to 
you will by any one be deemed an evil, I cannot 
tell; but that it may not be a great one, my re- 
marks ſhall be as few and as ſhort as poſſible. 
There is a wide difference between ſaying much, 
and ſpeaking to the purpoſe. I have no inclina- 
tion to prolong the unpleaſing controverſy by a 
needleſs diſcuſſion of the new and extraneous 
matter, with which you have thought proper to 
ſwell your Reply. And as to the points really at 
iſſue between us, I am in general content to leave 
it to the candid and intelligent, after peruſing 
what has already been offered on each ſide, to 
determine where truth reſts, and where pretence 
only is to be found, 
But two or three miſtakes in my Anſwer re- 
quire to be acknowledged and corrected: and 


B when 


= ** 1 

| when that is done, when, agreeably to your con- 
cluding advice, I ſhall have © caſt out the beam 
out of mine own eye z” then perhaps it may be 


pardongble to examine whether there is not {till 
«a mote” or two “ in my brother' eye. 


In ſpeaking of the ralflclency of the holy 
Scriptures, I had this obſervation : that if, upon 
any momentous points, any thing was advanced 
without ſcriptural authority, it might, as St. Je- 
rome © had well remarked, be as readily deſpiſed, 
as it was raſhly uttered b.“ This © paſſage,” you 
tell me, © you are ſorry to ſay is erroneouſly 
tranſlated, ſhamefully perverted, and entirely fo- 
reign to my purpoſe ©,” That it is in one part 
inaccurately tranſlated I admit; but that it is in 
any degree perverted, or foreign to my purpoſe, I 
cannot perceive, The paſſage referred to contains 
the ſentiment which has now been ſtated d; and 
having ſatisfied myſelf of this, I gave the only 
two clauſes, neceſſary to be quoted, as I found 
them tranſlated to my hand ; without correcting 
the latter part, which, right or wrong, neither mi- 
litated for nor againſt my argument. But whoſe 


Reply, p. 493. Matth. vil 5. 

> Anſwer, p. 24. | | 

© Reply, p. 94. and p. go, 91. | 
Hoc autem, quia in Scripturis non habet auforitatem ea - 

dem facilitate contemnitur, ac probatur. This, becauſe it has 
not authority in 1 is as readily deſpiſed, as it is proved. 
Hieron. in Matth. xxiii. 


the 
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the tranſlation was which ! 3 having de- 
ſtroyed my papers, I do not know. 

The next, which alſo is a collateral point of no 
great moment, is however a real miſtake of the 
ſenſe of Bellarmine*®; and I have ſince learnt, that 
Dr, South and others have ſtumbled in the ſame 
way at the ſame paſſage f. Of many extracts from 
the works of the cardinal this 1s the only one not 
made by my. own hand. I was indebted for it to 
the kindneſs of a friend. On examination the 

meaning appears to be nearly as you repreſent it. 
He does not maintain the poſſibility of error in 
the pope ; he on'y ſuppoſes the caſe, in order to 
prove it impoſſible. And the objection now is 
not, as you fancy, to the form, but to the matter, 
of the argument, for the conſequence, which he 
alleges, would not follow, If the pope were to 
err, the only inference is, that the church would 
not be bound to follow his dictates. 

However, as we are thus obliged to reſume an 
imagined part of the papal power; ſince his Ho- 
linefs, it appears, cannot “ command the practice 
of vice, or forbid virtue &“ let us not rob him of 
the power, which, if his friends may be truſted, 


* Reply, p. 129. Anſwer, p. 26, 

f See Dr. South's gth Serm. of vol. 2. and Bp. Laving- 
ton's “ Moravians compared and detected,“ §. 25. Trapp 
sretracted it as a miſtake“ in a poſtſeript to the firſt edition of 
his © Popery truly ſtated, and briefly confuted,”” prefixed to 
the ſecond edition of that able work. 

5 Reply, p. 130. 


SSI 
does belong to him. He is © univerſal biſnop;“ 
and in that character is not only veſted with “ the 
authority of the univerſal church, but above the 
univerſal ehureh “.“ He can diſpenſe with oaths z 
of which the wars and maſſacres of Philip in the 
Netherlands, the fruits and effects of ſuch a diſ- 
penſation, are an everlaſting proof. “He can 
depole emperors z and abſolve ſubjects from their 
allegiance to heretics *.” And of this, in our own 
hiſtory, the famous bull againſt Queen Elizabeth 
is an inſtance ; which bull, occaſionally remo- 
deled, ſucceeding popes have annually promul- 
gated with great ſolemnity; and to this day we 
have heard of no one, whe has ſoftened its rigour, 
or ſuſpended 1 Its * . 


h Quod ſolus Romanus Poniifax jure dicatur univerſalis. 
One of the Gregorian Dictates. See Baron. ad ann. 1076. 
Num. 31. &c. Unum eundemque conſtat eſſe Pontiſicem et 
Romanæ et univerſalis eceleſiæ, penes quem non modo facul- 
tas eſt eccleſiz univerſalis, ſed et ſupra eccleſiam univerſalem. 
Naclantus Bp. of Clugium on Ep. to Rom. Opera, Ven. 1567. 
T. 5 f. 176. H. | 
1 Philip—had twice moſt ſolemnly ſworne to the Generall 
ea to maintain and preſerve their ancient rights.” But 
* after he had eaſily obtained from the Pope a Diſpenſation of 
his former oathes (which Diſpenſation was the true cauſe of the 
war and bloudſhed ſince then ;\—he—cut off in fix years— 
of Gentlemen and others 18,600 by the hands of the hang- 
man, beſides all his other barbarous murders and maſſacres,” 
Sir W. Raleigh's Hiſt. Pref. p. 14. | 
* Quod illi liceat Imperatores n Quod a fdelitate 
Iniquorum ſubjectos poteſt abſolvere. Greg. Dictates, ut ſupra. 
See the original bull, nnd, & Damnatio et excommu- 


? nicatio 


1 
But I muſt proceed : for you have a more ſe= 
_ rious charge againſt me. Have I not detected 
you in citing a ſpurious work ” of St, Chryſoſtom, 
upon no better authority than that of an apoſ= 
tate prieſt m In one part of this diſcovery there 
is no great merit, Not having St, Chryſoſtom's 
works at that time, and not immediately finding 
the paſſage when I conſulted him, I told you ex- 
plicitly whence I took it. That it was part of the 
Imperfe& Work on St. Matthew, I did not know; 
and I thank you for informing me. But it ſeems 
I might have learnt this, if, as © a ſincere and 
candid inquirer after truth,” I had peruſed . two 
ſenſible anſwers” to Mr. Wharton's pamphlet. 1 
remember Mr. Wharton's Letter made ſome noife 
at the time of its publication ; but I do not know 
that I ever heard, before I read your book, that 
any reply whatſoever was given to his reaſons for 
becoming a Proteſtant, | 
As to the Imperfect Work on St. Matthew, 
whether the unknown author of it was, as you ſay, 
infected with * the Manichzan and Arian here- 


nicatio Elizabeths Reginæ Angliz eique adhzrentium cum 
aliarum pœnarum adjectione, in Cherubinus' Bullarium, 
FT. ui. p. 229. and in Camden's Annals, under the year, 1570. 
Bp. Jewel, in his © View of a ſeditious Bull ſent into Eng- 
land,” diſcovers ** nineteen untruths?” in it. For its modern 
form and promulgation, ſee Leſlie's Works, 1721. vol. i. 
p. 492+ 544. 

m Reply, p. 420. 152, 2 p. 34+ 

Reply, p. 153. 


53 bes, 


„„ 
fies*,” is not my preſent buſineſs to inquire. The 
work has been publiſhed, cited, and extolled, by 
Roman Catholics as a genuine work of St. Chry- 
ſoſtom. It has alſo been deemed of ſo much con- 
ſequence, as to be worth corrupting ; and ingenious 
men have not only exerciſed their talent in that 
way upon other paſſages, but - have actually ex- 
punged the whole paragraph?, from which Mr. 


o Ib. n. However, of your three inſtances two at leaſt are not 
fairly given. In that part of the firſt homily, to which I ſup- 
poſe you allude, he does not ſpeak of marriage; and what 
he does ſpeak of, he ſays ** though evil, is not ſin:“ makum eſt 
ante Deum: non dico peccatum, ſed malum. See the Bened. 
ed, as below, p. xxiv. Nor does he at all mention ** the ca- 
tholic doctrine of the Divinity of Chriſt,”” according to your 
third inſtance; and that he means to ſtigmatize that duQrine, 
rather than the Arian hypotheſis, by the expreſſion, ** Hereſis 
Homoouſianorum,“ may well be queſtioned ; fince in the ſame 
paſſage he ſpeaks of the“ Hereſy of Photinus.” He who calls 
Photinus a heretic, who denied our Lord's Divinity, hardly in- 
tended in the ſame breath to call the Homoouſians heretics, 
who believed our Lord's Divinity. See ibid, p. cc. col. 2. 
The work was publiſhed with the following title,“ D. 
Juo0cannis Chryſoſtomi in ſanctum Jeſu Chriſti Evangelium ſecun- 

dum Mattheum commentarii diligenter ab Arrlanorum fæci- 
bus purgatl.“ Antw. 15435. 8% In this edition the paſſage is 
wanting, Compare f. 278. with p. eciv. in vol. vi. of the Be- 
ned. ed, of Chryſoſtem. Dr. James ſays It is alſo left out of 
the Parls edition, 1557, With the fame title z the editor of 

which calls it “ aureum ae plane divinum libellum.'”” See 
James's Corrupt, of Serlpt, Councels, and Fathers, P. I. p. 43+ 
4%. See allo his Specimen Corrupielar, Pemtiticlar, in Cypr, 
—Auttore Op, Imperf, &, p. 19, where he ſays the Baſil ed. 
1547. in Hom, 8, reads © Miracula virtutum edificant animas 
| | ſecundum 


E 


Wharton's quotation is taken; and that, not be- 


cauſe it is tainted with the impieties of Manes 


or of Arius, of which there is no trace, but be- 


cauſe it contains pregnant and deciſive teſtimony 
_ againſt traditions and pretended miracles. 


Such, Sir, and ſo many are my miſtakes ; for I 


cannot add to the number many which you cor- 
rect as errors. You bid me © read /educers for 
falſe .prophets*” in a quotation from the firſt Epiſ- 
tle of St, John, But © falſe prophets” are the 
preciſe words of the Apoſtle in the text alleged, 
iv. 13 which you ſuppreſs, and refer only to il. 26; 
which I added, ex abundanti, as parallel in * 
though not the ſame in terms. 


You © leave it to my matchleſs confidence to 
reconcile two deſires,” which you mention", The 


ſecundum verba pietatis,“ inſtead of, Ven miracula virtutum 
edificant animas, /d verba pietatis.“ 

4 Reply, p. 218. Anſ. p. 57. In the ſame page you deſire 
me to read * new commandments“ for © new doctrines,“ 
though ** new?! was the only word quoted from St. John. You 
alſd complain of artful management,” p. 45g. if not of 
te falſification,” p. 168. becauſe, in adopting St. Paul's tefti- 
mony, I ſaid the Seriptures were able “ to make us wiſe unto 
ſalvation,” though I carefully excluded the word “ us“ from 
the text: Def. p. 4. Anf. p. 30. And you ſearcely allow the 


example of Timothy to be applicable, except te biſhops or paſ= 


tors z though he had '* 4ye-w# the holy Seriptures from a %%,“ 
which was before he was a member of the Moſaic, or, proba» 
bly, of the Chriſtian, covenant, See Acts xvl. 3. 

Reply, p. 5, 6, 


„ «two 


41 


e two deſires” (if ſo you chooſe to call a deſite 
and the negation of deſire) are indeed not to be 
reconciled; for they are a contradiction: but then 
my comfort is, that they do not, nor ever did, 
belong to me; only you make me “ declare,” 
what I have already diſavowed and again diſavow, 
ee that I deſired you to read a book with candour 
and impartiality.” What meaning you or * others“ 
may extort out of words, I preſume not to ſay; 
the note, in fair conſtruction, implied no ſuch 
thingy and no ſuch thing was intended, 
You aſk me, why did I make uſe of“ in 
« gmbiguous paſſage *?” The ambiguity was not 
mine, but your's; and “ cordially ſolicitous ''' was 
the doubtful expreſſion ; words which you allege 
as mine, though they never came from my pen. 
You. tell me, I * reject the Epiſtle of St. Jude 
as apocryphal u.“ Where did you learn this? I ex- 
preſsly referred to it as one of ** the apoſtolical 
Epiſtles “.“ In our Bibles it always forms a part of 
the New Teſtament ; and the xxxix Articles “ ac- 
count all the books of the New 'Teſtament, as they 
are commonly received, canonical ? z” which Arti- 


* Reply, p. 6. 

t Ibid. p. 6. Letter, p. 1. 5 

" Ibid, p. 171. © You reject.“ If I have taken to myſelf 

What you meant generally of the Engliſh or of the Proteſtant 
Church, I am ſorry for the miſtake z but, any way, your ar- 

tion is equally pgroundlely, | 
* Anlf. p. 29, 30. 
Art. vi, 


cles, : 


EF 
cles, you occaſionally remind me, I © have ſworn 
to maintain“.“ hy 

Tou bring together, from diſtin pages and 
paragraphs, two parts of two ſentences, as if they 
were one; applying to Dr. Walton what I ſaid of 
Dr, Coſin ; and ſo make me guilty of aſſerting 
an untruth. From this inauſpicious outſet the ar- 
gument at laſt comes to this concluſion i '4 Ace 
cording to your comment—therefore we are to 
| gather the ſenſe of the word from the ſenſe of the 
word. A wonderful diſcovery |” Very true; but 
the © diſcovery” itſelf, and the confuſion which 
leads to it, are entirely your own, The miſtake 
ariſes from your uſing the ſame term, * the word,“ 
to expreſs two diſtin& things, the original Scrip= 
tures and the ſeveral Verſions of them. The holy 
_ Scriptures, as they came from the hands of the in- 

ſpired penmen, are one thing; and the Verſions 
of them, made in various ages and countries, are 
another, When theſe Verſions, which are in fact 
fo many interpretations of the original text, all 
eoncur, it is probable they give the true meaning 
of the original. The ſenſe of the Verſions there- 
fore, (which I ſtill think Dr. Walton regards as 
the voice of the church,” ſhe being the au- 
thor of the Verſions,) is one way of arriving at 
the ſenſe of the original, This I hope is clear, 


Reply, p. 262, 310. n. t. 
 * Ibid. p 156. Anſ. p. 35, 36. 
: d Reply, p · 160. | 


and 


| 
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and free from the abſurdity of proving a _ by 


itſelf, 
My « application” of Malachi iv. 1 « to the 
firſt coming of the Meſſiah,” you ſay, * is errone- 


ous e.“ The coming of Elias by name is foretold 


only in that text of Malachi. Our bleſſed Lord 


 fays, Elias is come already; and © the diſciples 


underſtood that he ſpake of John the Baptiſt;“ 


whom indeed he had before declared to be Eli- 


as, which was for to come d.“ Theſe, Sir, I think, 
are ſufficient authorities for applying the predic- 
tion 1n the 2 Malachi to John the Bap- 


tiſt. 


Wich regard to the — on of © the great 
and dreadful day of the Lord,” which you appre- 
hend limits the text to © the ſecond coming of our 
Lord,” St, Peter quotes from the prophet. Joel a 


more awful denunciation of vengeance, in which 


alſo is expreſs mention of © that great and notable _ 
day of the Lord;“ and yet he ſays the promiſe 
contained in the fame paſſage was then fulfilled ©, 


Whether Elias ſhall perſonally en our Lord's 


final advent, as St. Chry ſoſtom f and others have 


imagined, I preſume not to conjecture. It is not 


© Reply, p. 228. Anſ. p. 64. 
Matth. xvii. 12, 13. Xi. + 

+ Atts Il. t 5=20, 

F Hom. 4, in 2 Theff. T. &. p. 156g, Par, 1641, and on Bt, 
Paul, I. V. Ham 39. p. $78, 


foretold 


Tm 1 
foretold in Scripture, unleſs Malachi iv. 5. is to 
receive a double accompliſhment, 

I omitted the word ignorants,” you ſay, in a 
quotation from St. Auguſtin, I did omit it, in the 
ſame ſenſe as I omitted all his voluminous works, 
except the few lines really quoted from him; which 
are totally diſtin, at the diſtance of many para- 

_ graphs, from the paſſage which you produce. Nor 
can I perceive that the caſe is altered at all by 
adding the term * ignorant.” © If a precept /eems 
to injoin—a crime.” To whom can a precept of 
'Scripture ſeem to injoin a crime, but to thoſe who 
are © jenorant” of its real meaning? But, whoever 
they be, if the precept © ſeems to injoin a crime, 
it is figurative ;'* not myſtical, the word you would 
willingly obtrude, but figurative ; and the inſtance 
is that of eating the fleſh of the Son of man, and 
drinking his blood. Ir is therefore,” St, Auguſ- 
tin adds, * a figure;” and of courſe not to be un- 
derſtood literally, 
vou“ bluſh to inform me that it is not the life 
of the body which is here ſpoken of.“ [John vi.] 
« Tt is the life of the ſoul h.“ The information, 
which could not be communicated without ** bluſh« 
ing,” might have been ſpared ; for in the very page 
and paragraph in queſtion, in the ſentence imme- 
dlately — what you quote, I aſſerted the 


s Reply, p. TA Aug · de Pectr. Chr. E. ll. 5 18. Anf. 
P. 64, 65, from Aug: Ib, T #41 


Reply, p. 3e! 
fame 


——— _ — . — 
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avoid the term, they often inculcate the principles 


| r2. 1 


ſame thing as you do, preciſely in the ſame words: 
_ « Since the bleſſing ſpoken of muſt therefore pri- 


marily and principally be the life and — of 
the foul ',” 


© You, Sir,” you are pleaſed to ſay, © have gi- 
ven the firſt ſentence of the decree—but you have 


omitted all that part printed in Italics, which ex- 
Plains it.” You add, Such, Sir, is one of your 
omiſſions among many k.“ This is indeed a very 
wicked omiſſion ; it is even worſe than that which 
we had from St. Auguſtin, There we did both of 
us quote the ſame author; but here the works are 


totally diſtint, You cite the Council of Trent 
I cited, and in words at length, my Pius's 


Creed,” 


Wich regard to the Trentine fathers “ explain- 


ing” their decree, in ſuch a way as © completely 
overturns“ my “ ſyſtem,” it is not to be expected 
that error or vice ſhould be perfectly conſiſtent. 


When the Roman demagogue was ruining his 


country, he proclaimed himſelf the defender of it m. 
_ 1dolatry is a word of no good report; and I know 

the Holy Fathers who aſſembled at Trent, and 

others treading in their ſteps, often in words diſ- 


claim idolatry ; but I know alſo, that, while they 


L An. p. 81. 


* Reply, p. 392. 
3 Anf. p. 109. . 
* 'Tuic. Quæſt. L. Ul, c. 20, 1 


of 


1 
of idolatry; and, if they conform to their rituals 
and books of devotion, are often guilty of down- 
right idolatry. Of this I have already given proofs”, 
ſome of which you have not condeſcended to no- 


tice; and perhaps I ſhall be obliged, conciſe as 1 
mean to be, to adduce more. 


It would meas a 1 Sir, half the ſize of 
your own, to point out, even in this curſory man- 
ner, all the errors of your book under the ſingle 
head of quotations, I have produced a few, from 
various parts of your work, without much ſelec- 
tion, but ſufficient probably to convince the un- 
prejudiced of this painful truth, that not one paſ- 
ſage of any kind, alleged in the whole perform- 
ance, can be admitted as fair and accurate, without 
careful examination of the author cited, 

But as errors in quotation, ſuch as we have no- 
ted, chiefly affect the particular paſſages, in which 
they are found; I will now advert to one or two 
erroneous notions or aſſumptions, which, taking a 
wider range, invalidate your remarks, or vitiate 
your reaſoning, in a great part of your volume. 
Afcer this I will ſubmir to your conſideration ſome 
ſhort ſtrictures on what you have advanced re- 
ſpecting the principal articles in debate, Tradition, 
Tranſubſtantiation, and Idolatry; and then diſmiſs 
the unwelcome controverſy. 


a Anſ. p. 106, &c. 110, 111. ' 


You. 


. wt IE Go niet gy 
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You perpetually ſuppoſe that the points in diſ- 
pute between the Diſſenters and the Church of 


England, and between the Church of England and 
the Church of Rome, are of equal importance; 


and conſequently that ſeparation, if juſtifiable in 
either caſe, is in both; and that the arguments, 
which we uſe againſt Diſſenters, we are obliged to 


abandon in diſputing with Catholics *, 


The Diſſenters, Sir, thoſe at leaſt with whom ! 
was chiefly concerned, hold the ſame faith with 
the Church of England, and, as far as it goes, 
with the Church of Rome, the one holy catholic 


faith, as it is ſet forth in the three public Creeds. 


They leave us on account of forms and circum- 


fances merely; concerning the uſe of godfathers, 
and the ſign of the croſs, whether baptiſm ſhall 


be adminiſtered by immerſion, or by ſprinkling ; 
whether public prayer ſhall be made extempore, 


or by a preſcribed form. But we left the Church 


of Rome on account of articles of faith, the twelve 
or thirteen new articles of faith obtruded upon the 
world in pope Pius's Creed ; which had for ſome 


time before been the current doctrine of that 


Church, though not yet included in a ſummary. 
The two caſes of ſeparation therefore differing in 


their cauſes as widely as an article of faith differs 
from a matter of age, or a mere ceremony, argu- 


* Reply, p. 60. 112. 116, 121. 128. 140. 154. 187, 188, 
294. | 
ments 


| * 
ments which juſtify the one may be wholly inap- 
plicable to the other. 

Now as to the arguments, with which we de- 
fend ourſelves againſt our various aſſailants, Bel- 
larmine ſays very truly, that Proteſtants perform 
no miracles in proof of their doctrines. There- 
fore not having the demonſtration of miraculous 
powers, they can prove their tenets, as it ſeems to 
me, only three ways; by Reaſon, by Scripture, 
and by Teſtimony. With theſe three Irenzus con- 
tended againſt the heretics of his days. Theſe three 
we urge both againſt Roman Catholics and Diſ- 
ſenters; and although we have not in every in- 
ſtance this triple force combined on our ſide, (ma- 
ny points in debate being ſuch whereon Scripture 
s ſilent,) yet one at leaſt of the three is always in 
our favour, and the other in that caſe ſo far for us, 
as not to be againſt us. 


You © aſk” me © how long” the © firſt days” of 
eccleſiaſtical tradition © laſted ;—a queſtion that has 
often been aſked, yet never ſatisfactorily anſwered.” 
If it were neceſſary, I ſhould think it eaſy to be de- 
termined, By the firſt days I underſtand the days 
of thoſe who ſucceeded the Apoſtles, which of 
courſe terminated at their deceaſe. Had you at- 


v» Þ Tllud conflat, neminem ipſorum [Wiclif, Calvin, &c.] 
pllum unquam miraculum edere. De Euch. L. iii. c. 8, col. 
709. D. Ingolſt. 1591. 


1 Reply, p. 142. Anſ. p. 32, 33. 
8 tended 


— 
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e third"? and“ fourth” read fourth”? and fifth,” 


1 


tended to the palſage, which occaſioned your ul: 
tion, you would have perceived that I ſpoke of 


| the teſtimony of this firſt age as recorded by Ire- 


nzus or others, between whom * and the laſt 
ſurvivor of the Apoſtles” there was only © one in- 
tervening witneſs.” I had before appealed to the 


ſame teſtimony, as we have it on a till higher 


foundation of credit, in * the genuine remains of 
the apoſtolical fathers*” themſelves, none of whom 


ſurvived the middle of the ſecond century, But 


you, never once quoting theſe earlieſt fathers, (ex- 
cept a ſingle paſſage from Ignatius, ill tranſlated 
and worſe interpreted*,) repeatedly and © indig- 


nantly“ apply my words, as if I had extended them 
to the writers of the third or fourth or even later 


centuries |, 
Thus, Sir, the period, which 1 marked out, ſe- 


parates all your traditions from the days of the 


Ahpoſtles by the unpaſſable void of one generation 


Anſ, p. 18, I did not here mean, nor du I now mean, to glve 
up any of the Ante-Nicene fathers, as If they at all favoured 
the popiſh corruptions. I know they generally teach very diffe- 
rent doctrines. But as I had not read every //lable of their 
writings, I was careful to vouch only for what I had read, 

Letter, p. 50. Anſ. p. 88. Reply, p. 338. It could not be 
„ immaterial which word you adopted,“ unleſs it was im 
material” whether you gave a true or erroneous tranſlation. 
« Who" neceſſarily referred to a per/on z but in Ignatius the an- 
tecedent is not a perſon, but a thing, * feb." Which there- 
fore was the proper word. | 

Reply, p. 438. n. “ Miror, atque a * See alſo 
p. 66, 71, 72. n. *. 77, 78. 179. 446. In 443. l. 7, 8. for 


—unleſs 
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unleſs you have recourſe to your long liſt, which 
might eaſily be-increafed, of Authores deperditi *. 
It is teafonable to preſume, their writings agreed 
with thoſe now n which are decidedly on our 
fide. 

This, Sir, (to 2 yeur own inſtance) over 
throws at once * the primacy of St. Peter's ſuc- 
ceſſors * as a baſeleſs fiction. You fay © the pri- 
mitive fathers acknowledged it;“ but you produce 
none earlier than Irenæus, delivering his own ſen- 
timents, and his words are far from proving the 
point contended for; which is ſuch a primacy as 
includes in it a d%inien over all other churches, 
And the note on the paſſage in your own edition 
ew, from the hiſtory of thoſe times, that Tre= 
neus himſelf and ether contemporary biſhops, far 
from allowing any authority over them to belong 
to the Chureh of Rome, publicly cenſured the then 


biſhop of that ſee in a matter where they thought 
him wrong. 


Vour next authority is St. Cyprian, in the mid- 
dle of the third century; who, in the paſſage al- 
leged, while he ſpeaks of Rome as “ the chair of 
St. Feter, and a principal church whence ſucerdo- 


" Reply, P. 443445 
* Ibid. p. 69. where for“ ſeparatiſt," you ſhould rather 
have ſaid “ heretics,” 


Iren. ed. Grabe, L. iii. e. 3. p. 201. n. 7. © Illi omnes 


non ſolum huic manus minime prabuerunt, ' verum etiam per- 
tinaciz redarguerunt. 3 | 


Cc = tal 
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part of his writings, his celebrated work “ On the 


Apoſtles, and in that view places St. Peter firſt; 


both of honour and of power ®,” 


your own account, more to your purpoſe, than St. 
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tal unity had atifen *,” arrogates ne juri/diftion for 
that ſee over foreign churches, And In another 


Unity of the Church,” though he acknowledges, 
what no body denies, a priority: of order among the 


yet he explicitly declares, that * the other Apoſtles 
were. what Peter was, endowed with an equal ſhare 


The other fathers, beſides that they are too late 
to be competent witneſſes, atteit nothing, even by 


Cyprian does, Leo alone, in the middle of the 
fifth century, approaches to the point; and he and 
the reſt, if underſtood as you would underſtand 


them, are completely refuted by a ſucceſſor of 


Leo at the cloſe of the next century. If the pope, 
as his advocates inſiſt, is head of the univerſal 


church, he is in effect, as modern papiſts often 


ſtyle him, œcumenical or © univerſal biſhop *,” 


But ſays Gregory the Great, © None of my prede- 


Reply, p. 72. Cypr. Ep. 59. p. 135. ed, Oxon, 

Pe Unit. Eceleſ. p. 107. Hoc erant utique et ceteri A- 
poſtoli, quod fuit Petrus, pari conſortio præditi et honoris et 
poteſtatis.“ He had aſſerted the ſame equality in the preceding 


- ſentence : “ Quamvis Apoſtolis omnibus parem poteſtatem tri» 


buat“ Ke. 'This famous paſlage is another of thoſe, upon which = 
the pious frauds of popery have been busy, becauſe it is ſo 
clearly incenſiſtent with the claims of papal domination. Set 


Dr. James, as above, 


88 above, p. 4+ n. h. and Reply, p. 48, 
| ceſſors 
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eeſſors ever eonſented to vſe this profane title [ef 
univerſal biſnop] and whoever aſſumes It is the 
forerunner of Antichriſt “.“ 

On this ground, Sir, the anſwer to what you a 
vance in ſo many pages 4 againſt our ſeparation 
from the Church of Rome is ſhort: the Eiſhop of 
Rome never had any authority in this kingdom, 
but by uſurpation. And if there was any crime 
in throwing off his uſurped authority, that ſtaunch 
catholic Henry VIII. is anſwerable for it; together 
with thoſe equally ſtaunch catholios the Biſhops of 
his day, who ſwore allegiance to him as head of 
the church, and 18 their ne clefended his 
title e. 

The Goſpel was tauglit here in the days of the 
Apoſtles, and probably by St. Paul in perſon “; 
who, I apprehend, derived his authority from no 
Biſhop of Rome. The Apoſtolic Fathers inform 
us there were, in their days, Biſhops, Prieſts, and 
Deacons in all the world®; conſequently there 
were in Britain, Thus our Church began; and 
when you have proved, that, ſince its foundation, 


© See Dr. Townſcn's Babylon in the Revelation of St, 
John as ſignifying the City of Rome, conſidered with refe= 
rence to the claims of the Roman Church; Oxford, 1797 
p. 23: and the authorities at large in the Index where and 
p. 41. n. 1. for © Watſon,“ read, tt Wharton,” 

4 Reply, p. 28==54, 

8 Jewel's Anſwer 0 Cole, 1565, gvo. f, 10. b. 77. vtry pe“ N 
Annals, 8 Rd. 1725. J. 145. 

f Ses Stillingfleet's Origenes Britan, 
1 Sev Def, p. 86, = 


E + | it 
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it has ever ceaſed to exiſt, it will be time enough 


to examine the proof, and to think of an anſwer, 


But at preſent it is ſufficient, as in the obſervance 


of the Lotd's day, and the celebration of baptiſm 


and of the Lord's ſupper, to aſſert the uninter- 


rupted exiſtence of what now exiſts, 
In the days of Edward and Elizabeth we re. 


formed our faith, and our rituals z and the Roman 
Catholics, many of them at leaſt, {till frequented 


our churches, till in 1370 came out the famous 
Bull againſt that “ flave of enormities, Elizabeth 
the pretended Queen of England, depriving her of 
her kingdom z and forbidding all her ſubjeQs, 


under pain of anathema, to yield her obedl- 
ence ",” In conſequence of this interdi&t the Ca- 


tholics ſeceded yz ſo that the ſeparation, in point of 
fact, was rather made by them, than by us. How- 


ever as we cannot join in popiſh communion, I 


Wet Flagitiorum ſerva Elisabetha, pretexſa Angliæ regina. 


—beelaramus pradictam Bligabetham eique adhefentes==anas 
thematis ſententlam Weurriſſs : quin etlam ipfam pratenſe 
regni prodifi jure=privatan=Precipimus=uyniverſis et fin- 
gulls proceribus, ſubditis, et pepulis, et allis predifils, ne 
Illi gjufve=legibus audeant ebedire ; qui ſeeus egerint, ees fi- 
milf anathematis ſententla innodamus,““ Words of the Hull, 8ee 
Camden's Ann, ed, Elz, 1639: p. 183; About the ſame time 
twelve thouſand crowns, ſent by the Pope, were ſecretly diſtri- 
buted to ſoment rebellion ; and his Holineſs not only excited 
the Princes of Europe againlt the Queen, but engaged to de- 


fray the whole expence of the war, and to pawn all the jewels 


and veſtments of the Apoſtolicai See in fo holy a cauſe, Ibid. 
. 191. 199. 228. 


am 


D 


am contented to take the matter as the Papiſts 
and Diſſenters chooſe to ſtate it, that, in the ſepa- 


Can 1 


ration, we left the Church of Rome, We obeyed 
the © warning voice” in the Apocalypſe z we 
« came out of her,” that we might not be * par- 


takers of her ſins,” nor © receive of her plagues !.“ 


The promiſes of Scripture, on which you build 
the Infallibility of your Church, are ſo inadequate 


and fo miſapplied, that a man muſt be very wil- 


ling to believe the doctrine, who can be deceived 


by them“. Some of them, if they prove infalli- 


| Rev. xvill, 4k Te this authority for our ſeparation ! al- 


luded, when I ſald, that, on account of the finful earruptions 
of the Church of Rome, 4 we were obliged to come ont E ber," 
Def. p. 109. Reply, p. 29. 


k 'The promiſes, which you allege, are reduelble to Three. 
Firſt, the perpetual preſence of Chriſt and of the holy Com- 


forter with the church, agreeably to Matth. xxviil; 26: and 
John *iv. 16. But * where two of three are gathered toge= 
ther in“ Ehrilt's “ name; he is „ in the midit of them.“ 
Maith: #vili. 26. He alld is in every fincere believer, accords 
ing te his repeated promiſes 1 John V. 23: xvii. 23. Rev 


ili. 36: And the Comforter, which is the Holy Gheſt, alfo 
dwells in every fincere believer j as we are often aſfured 


1 Cor. Ii, 16, vi. 19, 2 Cor: vi. 16, Tf then the preſence 
af Chriſt and of the Holy Spirit is a proef that the Chureh 


cannot err, the ſame preſence is a prove that no Hneors Indivi- 


dual can err, 
Secandly, the promiſe to “ teach the Apoſtles * all 


_ things,” John xiv, 26. which, as you juſtly obſerve, ** is again 
repeated, xvi. 13. But both theſe texts are manifeſtly limited 


to the Apoſtles : ** He ſhall teach you all things, and bring yo 

things to your remembrance, whatſoever I have ſaid unto you.“ 

A perſon may be taught what he does not know-; but what he 
__ | has 
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bility at all, prove it not only to belong to every 
allembly of two or three diſciples gathered toge- 
ther in Chriſt's name, but alſo to every ſincere 


Chriſtian, Others are promiſes of miraculous il- 
lumination to be imparted perſonally to the Apoſ- 


tles; and when thoſe of the Church of Rome, 


who claim infallibility, prove their inſpiration, as 
the Apoſtles did, by miracles; or when, like the 
Apoſtles, they foretel with certainty “ things to 
come;” then we will believe them to be infallible 


in regard to things preſent. 


Laſtly, from the promiſe of perpetuity you 2 
infallibility; juſt as if from the prediction, that the 
beloved Diſciple ſhould tarry till the Lord's com- 


ing h any one ſhould have concluded, that in all 


the intermediate time he ſhould be invulnerable, 
liable neither to pain nor diſeaſe. There is alſo in 


has never heard before cannot be brought to his remembrance. 
This promiſe therefore clearly belongs to thoſe only, who had 
heard the words of our bleſſed Lord. The gift of prophecy 
(** he will ſhew you things to come,”) reſtrains the other text 


to the Apoſtles ; or, at furtheſt, to thoſe their contemporarie:, 
who were endowed with the like pi.t. 


Thirdly, the promiſe that ** the gates of be!” (that is, of 
Hades, the grave,” 1 Cor. xv. 55. or the inviſible world) 
de ſhall not prevail againſt” the church; Matth. xvi. 18, 


which is a promiſe ſimply of perpetual duration, not\ of the 


manner of its continuance, or of the fate of the church, as ex- 


empt or not exempt from error. Your references to theſe pro- 


miſes are innumerable; the following I think are the moſt 
material: p. 123-125. 390. 29. 37. 51. 65. B85. 186. 318, 
364. 396. | 165 

John xxi. 22, 


all 


all the arguments this fallacy : what is ſpoken ge- 
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nerally of the whole Church of Chriſt, you apply 
excluſively to the Church of Rome m. There is 


this double inaccuracy in your application of the 
words of St. Auguſtin on this head ®, What he 
| ſays of the exiſtence of the Catholic Church, you 


underſtand of exemption from error in the Roman 
Catholic Church, 


« St, Irenæus,“ you ſay, « in his third book 


tells us, that heretics cannot be confuted by Scrip- 
ture alone *, 


you produce his words. Again: © Wherefore St. 


I will believe that he ſays ſo, when 


Irenæus, far from undertaking to refute his adverſa- 
ries from Scripture *,” &c, Now he does profeſ- 
ſedly “ undertake to refute them from Scripture ;” 
and I adduced, in the very page which is the ſub- 


* By this expreſſion I do not mean the Church of the City 
of Rome i but as I have already ſaid, Def. p. 16g. n. d. all 
throughout the world who are in communion with that church, 


of which the Pope is the head. I get nothing by this, only 
1 avoid ambiguity, and ſpeak as your writers do. Eccleſia 


Romana —cujus appellatione—paſlim univerſalis ſignificatur 


eceleſia. Naclantus, ut ſupra, f. 176. Yet you are not ſutiſ- 
| fied: Reply, p. 395 


" Reply, p. 320. Aug. in Pſal, ci, ſerm, 2. col. 1105, 
FT. iv. Sed exiſtunt qui dicant, —illa eccleſia, que fuit omnium 


_ gentium, jam xo# eff, periit,—O 1mpudentem vocem |-—Hanc 


vocem abominabilem, deteſtabilem, præſumptionis et falſitatis 
plenam, nulla veritate ſuffultam, nulla ſapientia illuminatam, 
—previdit Spiritus Dei, &c. 
* Reply, p. 145. 
? Ibid. p. 147. | | 
C4 ject 


E 
if ject of your animadverſion, his own words, expli- 
* citly avowing this his deſign a 115 Qui vult decipi, 
decipiatur. 
Let us try an nubocky of the cok; century. 
«© Whether the things to be believed by tradition 
are of moment or not, the following words from 
St. Epiphanius will ſhew:”—* We all of us do 
confeſs the Father to be unbegotten and increated. 
But ſhew me, if you can, "the place where this 
ſaying is written .“ And ſhew me, I fay that Epi- 
phanius proves this © by tradition.” Indeed of | 
proofs. of any kind there was little need, when the |} 
matter was not conteſted. However, without once ö 
alluding to tradition, he does prove the doctrine 
from Scripture: He has not a father prior to 
himſelf, neither end of years, nor W of ** 


2 Anſwer, p. 31. The method of his work, as he himſelf 
ſtates it, is this : Primus [liber] omnium illorum [the Va- 
lentinians] ſententias continet.— In ſecundo vero deſtructa et 
everſa ſunt quæ ab ipſis male docentur.—Iꝝ hoc autem tertio ex 
Scripturit inferemus oftenfiones, ut nibil tibi—deſit ; quoted in my 
Anſwer.—Hæc illis adjungens, pleniſſimam habebis a nobis 
adverſus omnes hwreticos contradictionem.“ Iren. I. HI. pref, 
The argument from tradition, even in his days, is, in his view 
and management of it, collateral z and having ſhortly dife 
patched this, he returns to his Scriptural proofs: ** 'Fraditione 
igitur quæ eſt ab Apoſtolis, fic ſe habente—revertamur'ad eam 
que eſt ex Scripturis oſtenſionem.“ Ibid, c. v. See his other 


prefaces, and almoſt any chapter or page of his three laſt 
books, 


Reply, p. 150, n. t. from Epiph, Ilwreſ, 69. c. 71. 
p 798. 5 ; ' 


according 
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Match. xxvili. 19. N ker. p. 112. 10. 
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according | to what is written. If then he has nei- 


ther beginning, nor- end, it is confeſſed that he is; 
uncreatedꝰ. » This the Arians, as well as the or- 

thodox, admined; ; and applied without ſcruple 
the terms unbegotten and uncreated to the Father, 
though not found in Scripture, It was therefore 


inconſiſtent in them, he ſays, to refuſe to apply the 


term conſubſtantial to the Son, merely becauſe 


That was not found in Scripture *, 

T bis, Sir, is the argument of Epiphanius; and 
as he infers from Scripture what is not in terms 
contained in it; ſo Biſnop Pearſon, whom you 
often quote and commend, might have convinced 


you that the deſcent into hell u,“ though not ex- 


preſsly aſſerted in Scripture, is Jenna from 
Scripture. In like manger, if from the unlimited 
command to baptize all. nations*, we infer at once, 
without recurring to other texts, or to the known 


practice of the Church in all ages, that baptiſm is 
valid whenever adminiſtered, from the firſt day of 
life to the laſt” , we follow the example ſet us by 


our Lord in regard to an article of till higher 
moment. For he proved the reſurrection of the 
dead, not from any expreſs declaration of Serip- 
ture, but by inference; and that an inference, 
which, to us at leaſt, is by no means obvious, 


* Epiph, ib, c. 50. p. 797. 
t de G Ile 
Reply, p. 112, Seo Pearſon, p. 229. You miſquote this 


author, p. 32. and 2 it, p. 44: and miſunderſtand him, 
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And yet he charged thoſe, who did not of them« 
ſelves diſcover this inference, as guilty of a great 
error, becauſe they knew not the Scriptures “. 

But you gave me * a poſitive text” from St. 
Chryſoſtom * on the ſubjeR of tradition, which 
you repeat: © It js clear, that the Apoſtles did 
not deliver all things” in Writing, but many things 
Without it: and both theſe and theſe are in like. 
manner worthy of eredit, Let us then give credit 
to the tradition of the church, It is tradition; 
ſeek no farther *,” Well; it might be then known, 
that the Apoſtles uſed the ſign of the croſs in 
baptiſm, which they have not commanded us to 
uſe ; and that a rule reſpecting Eaſter, though 
not obſerved by your Church, nor by our's, was 
grounded on the inſtitution of Sr. John®; and to 
theſe traditions, or ſuch as theſe, St. Chryſoſtom 
may allude. When you produce the inftances 
themſelves, (for he mentions one,) and when you 
prove them to be not merely, as any hiſtori- 
cal fact may be, worthy of credit,” but neceſary 
to be believed as articles of faith, or neceſſary to be 
done in order to ſalvation, then, I truſt, we ſhall 
readily receive them. 


z Mark xii. 24. 27. We have ſimilar N of Scrip- : 
ture for the 26th of the 39 Articles ; which however does 
vot, as you ſuppoſe, p. 104. 112. 120. relate to the bap- 
tiſm of heretics,” that is of thoſe who err in faith, but of 
the unworthy ?* or evil,” who err in life. | 

Reply, p. 152. Letter, p. 7. from Chryſ. Hom. 4. in 
2 Theſſ. I have ventured to correct your tranſlation a little. 

» by Iren. p. 466. or Townſon on the Goſpels, 259. 8vo. 
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And now, Sir, that we have conſulted this ve« 


nerable expolitor, let us hear him a little further 


on this ſame Epiſtle to the Theſſalonians, He 


ſays, that * all neceſſary things are plain and elear 


in the holy Scriptures,” and that they were read 


in the chureh “ not in the Hebrew, or Roman, 


but in the Greek,” that is the vulgar, „tongue?!“ 


that the laity and elergy “ parteek of the holy 
table in the ſame manner ;“ conſequently they 
both partook of the eup 1 that “ miraculous gifts 
had ceaſed long“ before his time j conſequently 
the pretended miracles of later days are nothing 


better than the “ lying wonders ,“ of which he 


and the Apoſtle ſpeak : and that “ when the Ro- 
man empire ſhould © be taken our of the way, 
then Antichriſt ſhould come; conſequently whe- 


6 Ckryſ. as 3 Hom: = p. 1502, ed. Par. 1621, 
4 Ib. Hom. 4. p. 150g, 
Ib. 1504, He alſo ſpeaks explicitly of the . of mĩ- 
racles, De Sacerd. L. iv. p. 174. 184. ed. Hughes. And in 
the Hom, on Pentecoſt, T. v. p. 553, &c. he anſwers at ſome 
length an objection raiſed on the acknowledged fact. 

f Ib. p. 1504. 2 Theſſ. ii. 9. 


E Ib. Tertullian alſo, at the cloſe of the ſecond century, 


ſaid that the Roman empire was what hindered the appearance 
of Antichriſt : * Quis niſi Romanus ſtatus ? cujus abſceſſio in 
decem reges diſperſa Amichriſtum ſuperducet.” De Reſur. 
p. 340. ed. Par. 1675. The Theſſalonians knew what it was: 
ver. 6. 7. At what preciſe time the period commences, has 
been a ſubje& of doubt. The following date, I believe, has not 


been mentioned. 'The laſt Roman Conſul was in 541. (ſee 


Helvicus.) Add 1260 years, the reign of the beaſt, (Rev. xili. 
* The reſult is 1801. Dies revelabit. 


ther 
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ther you can find him at Rome or not, he has 
been in the world for many ages. Is not this now, 
in the compaſs of a few pages, a good ſpecimen 
to ſhew how very much the Roman “ catholic 
Church,“ in which © change is no feature h,“ re- 
ſembles at preſent the church of St, Chryſoſtonn 8 
days? 


Still however you have one authority, which 


muſt for ever confound me on the ſubject of tra- 
dition ; a Proteſtant writer of our own country. 
As it is ſo important, you “ repeat the paſſage ;” 


and then throw out this challenge: Now, Sir, I 


defy you to diſprove one ſingle ſentence of the 


whole.“ All this is very formidable. You have 


alſo. an auxiliary, a veteran, in Mr. Milner ; and 
it has been faid, that © even Hercules himſelf was 
not a match for two *.” J therefore, who am no 


Hercules, may well tremble. However 1 hope 


terror alone, without blows, will not kill me. 
As this memorable paſſage contains aſſertions 
without proof, I could make no formal reply to it, 


till I knew, which I did not when I wrote my An- 


ſwer, the accuracy of the quotation and the credit 
of the Author, When Mr. Milner's obliging let- 
ter in the Gentleman's Magazine, which you 
quote, enabled me to find the paſſage, I made 
ſome ſtrictures upon it in that ſame reſpectable 


Letter, p. 91. 
| Reply, p. 167, 169, Gent, Mag. 4 p. bat, 
„ Eraſm, Adag. 6d. Froben, 1539, Pp. 171. 


publication : 
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publication: yon of them 1 —_ ang to 
tranſcribe. 

« I find on quotation, to which Mr: Milne? ah 
ludes, has many verbal inaccuracies, but is faithful 
to the ſenſe. And what then? Why then from a 
Proteſtant author, writing not in defence of un- 
written traditions, to which the council of Trent 


pays the ſame. implicit reverence as to the Serip- 


tures themſelves, but, as the whole tenor of the 
tract ſhews, ** of the neceſſary uſe of ” ritten 
« Tradition,” the remaining works of the prinil- 
tive fathers, **to underſtand the Holy Scriptures ;” 
from ſuch an author, on ſuch a ſubject, a paſſage 
is alleged, the firſt part of which aſſerts nothing 
more in effect, as the author occaſionally explains 


himſelf, than that the Apoſtles taught their hear- 


ers, as parents and paſtors do in all ages, princi- 


pally by word of mouth. The ſecond part, if 


taken in the ſtrict ſenſe of the letter, may be true 
perhaps, (for no ſuch thing as the Canon of Scrip- 
ture is mentioned in Scripture ;) but if under- 
ſtood to mean, as the words by themſelves ſeem to 
import, that the Scriptures are not ſufficient in all 
things neceſſary to ſalvation, it is then a notion re- 
pugnant at once to many declarations of the Holy 
Sctiptures, and many teſtimonies of the fathers 
concerning them, 
© But, whether right or wrong, who, after all, 

is the author of the paſſage? It was firſt ' ſaid to be 


| Letter, p. 11. Anſwer, P. 36. 169. m. 


Biſhop 


E 


Biſhop Pearſon, one of the firſt men that the 


Chriſtian world ever produced. Then it was from 


a * book not inferior in authority with us (uf the 
Church of England) to Biſhop Pearſon.” Behold, 
it is from the Rev. Thomas Brett, LL. D. who 
renounced the communion of that ſaid Church of Eng- 
land; and that not becauſe her doctrines were er- 
roneous, or her rites ſuperſtitious, but becauſe her 
Liturgy was ** defective '! in certain points, “ ſuch 
as Chriſm of Ointment in the office of Confirma- 
tlon, mixing water with the Evehariſtical Wine,“ 
(Brett, p. $4.) and a few other matters, which 
Brett and his party deemed “ Eſſentials yz” and 
for that reaſon it was, I believe, that they were 
called Eſlentialiſts, This redoubted performance 
on the Neceſlity of Tradition was written, as the 
author profeſſes, to be the ground-work of the de- 
fence of their favourite uſages, which were intro- 
duced into a Liturgy of their own compiling, 
The ſe&, never very numerous, (a ſingle congre- 


tion at Mancheſter being the only one I ever 


heard of,) became extinct, I believe, with its firſt 


authors; and now, at the diſtance of rather leſs 


than fourſcore years from its origin, the very 


name of Eſſentialiſts, like Brett's Tradition, is 


ſcarcely known w.“ 


m Gent, Mag. 1797. p. 124. See alſo 1796. p. 906. 1076. 
I haue ſince learnt that Brett's Tra is in the Bodleian Library, 
though not entered in the public catalogue, but in a ſeparate 
catalogue of pamphlets. 
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| To this letter Mr. Milner had * not leiſure” 
to reply; and you, following ſo prudent an exam- 
ple, take no notice of it. He that can fynde 


nothinge to ſaye,” Biſhop Jewel obſerves, * hath 
a reaſonable cauſe to holde his peace od 


Perhaps you ſucceed better on the favourite arti- 
cle of Tranſubſtantiation. No ſacrament was ever 
inſtituted by attributing abruptly to it the name of 
that which it is to fignify b.“ In the page, which in 
the compaſs of a few lines you quote, is this (hart 
ſentence 1 44 The lamb, which was to be eaten on 
this occaſion, Is in the % account of this ordinanee 
denominated the paſſover 1,” I referred you to the 
text, which I will now produce: “ Ye ſhall eat it 
[the lamb] in haſtez / is the Lord's paſſover," 
Exod, xii, 11, You lately contradicted the poſitive 
declaration of Irenzus', You now deny what the 

Scripture, alleged before your eyes, affirms. No 
man can go beyond this; and I did not think any 
man, profeſſing to believe the Scriptures, had the 
hardihood to go ſo far. 


a Gent. Mag. 1797. p. 397. 

* Reply to Dr. Cole, 1560. 8vo. f. 100. b. 

P Reply, p. 233- 
4 Anſ. p. 66. A few lines above, in the ſame page, is this 
remark concerning the other ancient ſacrament: Circumnciſion, 
at its firſt inſtitution, is called a covenant ;*” and the authority 
was produced at length:“ My covenant ſhall be in your 


fleſn. Gen. xvii. 13, See alſo p. 67, to which likewiſe you | 
refer. | EW 


See above, p. 23. 


At 


1 
At laſt we come to an argument, I think the 
only one, which you do fairly meet, and fairly re- 


move but not very far; if we fellow it a ſingle 
ſtep, it appears again with intreaſe of magnitude: 


I fancied you uſed the word * fpiritualized” in the 


ſame ſenſe in both parts of a propoſition, I was 
wrong. In one place it meant a body actually fpi- 
ritualized; in the other “ the ſpiritual manner f 


_ exiſtence *;” ſo that you are no longer at variance 


with the Pope and the Angelical Doctor. But then 


obſerve the caſe as it now ſtands. To exiſt in 4 


te ſpiritual manner” and not in a ſpiritual manner 
is, to my apprehenſion, a contradiction in terms. 
Now the one identical and ever bleſſed body of our 
Lord, according to your preſent account, did exiſt 
in a ſpiritual manner and not in a foirirual manner, 
at the ſame moment of time. It exiſted in a nas 


tural, not in a ſpiritual manner, as he © took bread, 


and bleſſed it, and brake itt;” and, again, it exiſt- 
ed in a ſpiritual manner, as the body exiſting not 
in a ſpiritual manner gave itſelf, the one identical 


body, exiſting in a ſpiritual manner, to the diſci- 
ples; and they converſed with their Lord exiſting 
not in a ſpiritual manner, and ate him exiſting in 


a ſpiritual manner at the ſame time] Thus, to eſ- 
cape the vengeance of the Pope and the Saint, 
you have involved the argument in — non- 
ſenſe and flat contradiction. 


bo "VPN 246. Anſ. p. 69 n. 
t Matth. xxviii. 26. 


With 


L 1 

With reſpect to the interpretation of“ fleſh and 
blood,” 1 Cor. xv. 30. upon which you dwell fo 
long, I am not yet able to diſcover that I « have 
fallen into” any © miltake;” much leſs that I © ſup- 
poſe, and deny, almoſt in the ſame breath, the ex- 
iſtence of the ſame thing u.“ The ſole ground of 
miſtake is, that you do not appear to comprehend, 
though you allege my words, the different ſignifi- 
_ cations of the term © fleſh,” which I pointed out; 
1. as it is ſynonymous with &4ody, and ſtands for 
the whole compound ; and 2. as it means one of 
the conſtituent parts of the compound, and is con- 
traſted with blood, the other part. This compound, 
the diſtin parts of which no one, I imagine, 
would ſcruple to call at preſent diſtinct ſubſtances, 
| ſhall be changed into one pure, ſimple, and glo- 
rious body or ſubſtance; of which fleſh and blood, 
as they denote the diſtinctive parts of our frame, 
are not, and cannot ftrictly be affirmed; though 
fleſh, as a general term for the whole, may be and 
is applied indiſcriminately to this mortal body, and 
to the body of the returrection. 

As to the paſſage of St. Paul, that my explana- 
tion of it was not erroneous, is to me highly proba- 
ble from hence: the Apoſtle ſeems plainly to be 
imparting ſome new information on the ſubject. 
But it was known already from a thouſand paſſages 
of Scripture, and had probably been known from 
the beginning of the world, that corrupt quali- 


Reply, p. 252-—262, Anſ. p. 71. 
D | ties” 
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ties” and © depraved paſſions*,” cannot inherit the 
kingdom of God. The Apoſtle therefore is not 
here ſpeaking of them. And this, as I obſerved, 
was Tillotſon's opinion. 
Tillotſon, did you ſay ? * Since you have, Sir, 
been pleaſed to appeal to“ him, «© you have made 
his errors your own ?,” This is rather hard: as, in 
your account, I have ſo many errors of my own to 
anſwer for. But let us ſee ſome of theſe archiepiſ- 
copal errors. You © could eaſily prove that moſt 
of his aſſertions” (—a pretty large promiſe, for I 
have twelve volumes of his aſſertions) deſerve lit- 
19% or no © credit*,” but, being merciful as you 
te powerful, you have forborne to © ſtate” more 


than © one fact *” of this nature, a quotation from 


Bellarmine. The paſſage, I admit, is of doubtful 
import. The Archbiſhop appears to have taken 
it in its obvious, and therefore one would imagine 
in its true, meaning; ſince had the cardinal's “ true 
meaning” been what you ſuppoſe, he might ſo ea- 
ily have expreſſed it without ambiguity. 

As to the matter itſelf, the novelty of the doc- 
trine of tranſubſtantiation, Gabriel Biel, writing 
profeſſedly on the ſubject, ſays © the Scriptures ad- 
mit a ſafe and eaſy ſenſe,” without interpreting them 
in © this difficult ſenſe” of tranſubſtantiation; and 


* Letter, p. 95. n. 


Reply, p. 327. 
2 Ibid. p. 331. 


— 
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Idid. p. 327. Tiltotlon, Serm. xxvi. vol. ii. p. 223. 
ed. 8e. 


though 


1 

though he is of opinion that the elements from the 
firſt were tranſubſtantiated, yet he ſays, © perhaps 
this became known to the church @ long time after 
the inſtitution of the ſacrament ;” and, continues he, 
te it was not known by ſufficient authority, till the 
church declared it;” which declaration, as he had 
told us juſt before, was made “ in the Lateran coun- 
cil b,“ in 1215, Here then, as a writer of credit of 
your own Church teaches, tranſubſtantiation is as 
recent to the full as the archbiſhop had made it. 
Still however the unfortunate Tillotſon cannot 
eſcape, He has an antagoniſt far more formidable 
to an Engliſh divine than a hoſt of Bellarmines. 
The © book of Homilies,” © an authority which 
we cannot queſtion,” © confutes” both him © and 
biſhop Coſin?“ in the article of tranſubſtantiation. 
This is ſtrange; how is it made out? Nothing 
more eaſy. The two prelates ſay there is no trace 
of tranſubſtantiation before the latter end of the 
eighth century, and that it was not the general 
and eſtabliſhed doctrine of the church till towards 


be the cloſe of the eleventh century. But the Homi- 


lies fay all Chriſtendom was © drowned in abomi- 
nable idolatry” © two hundred years betore” that 


b «© Cur hune intellectum difficilem—elegerunt, cum Scrip- 
turz poſſunt exponi et ſalvari ſecundum intelleQum facilem de 
hoc articulo ?—Ordinatio autem hæc fortaſſe innotuit eccleſiz 
longo tempore piſt Sacrameuti inſtitutianem. — Ante ejus declara- 
tionem non ſciebatur fuiſſe vera ex ſufficienti autoritate.“ Biel 
Sup. Can. Milf. Lect. 41. f. 89. col. 2. Lugd. 1541. 

, 3253, 126. 
| D 2 58 period.“ 
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« period.” In idolatry ? well, but are idolatry and 
tranſubſtantiation the ſame thing? I gueſs not in 
the opinion of your church, and certainly not in 
the doctrine of our's. The writer of the Homily 
in queſtion appears to have regarded them as ſo 
perfectly diſtin, that, in the whole compaſs of his 
long and very learned diſcourſe, I think he never 
once mentions, nor ſo much as alludes to, tranſub- 


ſtantiation; but © idols,“ © idolatry,” images,“ 


and “ worſhipping of images,” the avowed ſubjeft 
of the Homily, recur ſo often, and ſo very near the 


paſſage you adduce, both before and after it, that 
it is almoſt impoſſible to ſuppoſe you could find 
and tranſcribe it as you have done, (with careful 
omiſſions for the ſake of brevity,) from the middle 
of a paragraph, without ſeeing that it related ſolely 
to the idolatrous worſhip of images d. And if you 
did know this, who can acquit you of wilfully per- 


verting the deſign of what you quote? Let any 


Roman Catholic read and judge. 
Tillotſon, I hope, ſtands acquitted ; but you 


4 Reply, 325. Your reference is general: Apainſt peril 
of [dolatry.** The Homily, in my edition, Lond. 1673. oc- 
cupies 58 folio pages. Your extract is from the third part, 
p. 143 ; and the title of this part (for though you chaſtiſe me 


for it, p. 371,n. I continue to think the title of a work often 


ſhews clearly and conciſely the deſign of it. See Art. xviii. 
xxiv. xxvi. xxxili. ) the title is Againſt Images, and the wor- 
ſhipping of them,“ &c. The words immediately following 


your extract are theſe : ** And to this end is come that begin- 
ning of ſetting up of Iuages, & c. 


have 


of IS = 
have other charges againſt his brother biſhop. The 
firſt indeed is probably, in your account, a matter 
of merit, rather than of blame. You ſay, « He 
_ evidently maintains the true and real preſence of 
_ Chriſt in the Euchariſt, he ſame as we doe. Writ- 


ing for ſcholars in the language of the learned, he 
uſes, but with cautious excluſion of the carnal 
meaning, the expreſſion, ** real preſence;” which 
our Church and in general the writers of our 
Church have carefully avoided, for the ſame reaſon 
which ſeems to recommend it to your writers, be- 
cauſe it is ambiguous. Chriſt is preſent with us 
when we celebrate the ſacred memorial of his 
death; for he is every where preſent : 

& Cum genitore Deo Deus omnia numine complens f.”? 
Or, as St. Auguſtin ſays, * Chriſt Jeſus is every 
where as he is God, but in heaven as he is 
man s.“ But by © real” the tranſubſtantiators 


_ © Reply, p. 287. In like manner you ſay, p. 243. The dif- 
ference?” between the candid” Jer. Taylor and the Catholic 
Church might eaſily be adjuſted upon this ſubject.“ And yet Jer, 
Taylor, writing profeſſedly on The real preſence and ſpiri- 
tual - againſt the doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation,“ argues againſt 
it“ from Scripture, p. 219. ſhews it to be ** againſt ſenſe,” 
p. 223. ©* againſt reaſon,” p. 230. and © the primitive Church, 
p. 249. Polem. Works, Lond. 1674. fol. Your quotations, 


p. 242, 243. from this author I ſuppoſe may be accurate, but [I 
have looked for them 1n vain. 


f Vide Chriſt, L. vi. p. 417. Lugd. 1 1866. 

£ Deus et homo —eſt unus Chriſtus Jeſus; ubique per id 
quod Deus eſt, in cœlo autem per id quod homo.” Aug. Ep. 
p. 187. F. 10. ed, Bened. This diſtinction, the ſenſe of which 
| == I ſuppoſe 
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mean * corporal preſence,” and ſay the bread is 
literally and abſolutely changed into Chriſt's bleſ. 
ſed body ; a notion which Biſhop Coſin is ſo far 
from countenancing, that he calls it a © porten- 
tous“ and © ſtupendous doctrine z” which, he ſays, 
te cannot be conceived ;”” nor maintained, as the 
Romaniſts maintain it, & without admitting a con- 
tradiftion, that the body of Chriſt” has quantity 
and has not quantity at the ſame time; © has quan- 
tity in heaven, but not in the ſacrament'. ” 


But if you have failed in proving Biſhop Coſin 
to be a friend to the doctrine which he ſo ſtrenu— 
ouſly oppoſes, you have another accuſation ready. 


I ſuppoſe is familiar to the molt unlearned Chriſtian, removes all 
difficulty in the notion of our Folding communion with Chriſt on 
earth, though his body is in heaven; which you reprefent as a 
groſs s contradiction!“ Reply, p. 338. I have varied the ex. 
prelſion, beeauſe here again the ambiguity of * real preſence? 
appears to lead you inte a miſtake, which the example of re- 
eeiving an eſtate by the delivery of title deeds might have pre- 
_ Aldrich, in Anl. 244m 

© Hift, Tranfubſt, ed, Reyeroft, Lond. 167 . p. 4, 122, 
$1, $2: 1 know not whether you will admit this, which ſome 
have taught, as true doQtrine, For Thomas aſſerts, © Eſt in hoe 
ſacramento tota quantitas dimenſiva Corporis Chriſti, et omnia 
accidentia ejus,” P. ili, Q. 76. art. 4. f. 247. Ven. 1595, And 
Bellarmine declares it io be the opinion of the Church ** in Eu- 
_ chariſtia totum Chriſtum exiſtere cum magnitudine, et omnibus 
accidentibus.” De Euch. L. iii, c. 5, col. 684. Ingolſt, A hu- 
man body in its full ſize and dimenſions contained in the ſmall- 
elt particle of the hoſt, and ſwallowed whole by the mouth ! 
'This 15 popery Our comfort is that it is not Chriſtianity ; 
which is in every part a «« reaſonable ſervice,” Rom, xii. 1. and 
though 


1 
* Your accurate Dr, Coſins thought fit to omit 
theſe words, without giving any notice of the omiſſion, 
which was no demonſtration of fair dealing mY 
Now in my edition, which is the ſame as your's, 
there is a line drawn in the paſſage, which to any 
one that can read the book, or to any Engliſh read- 
er wha caſts his eye on the page, does give plain 
© notice of the omiſſion *,” If you aſk, why he 
omitted the words? I know not how the reaſon 
can be diſcovered, without referring you, as one in 
a like caſe ſends his reader, © Scitatum illius ma- 
nes!.“ If you will allow of conjectures, two are 
obvious, He might think the adoration there men- 
tioned not juſtifiable z or he might think it liable 
to miſapprehenſion, unleſs accompanied with ſome 


though it often , never contre man's underſtand: 

ing. | | 
| Reply, p. 356. B. Coſſa's Hiſt, of Tranſubſt, * London, 
1679, typls The. Reyereft.“ Reply, p. 285, 

* Thus! us fafta ſunt.—Confer ergo, p. 58, The elaufs 
omitted is this: *f And they [the ſymbols which remain in the 
former ſubſtanee, figure, and ape,“ as in Reply, p. 336.] are 
adored as being what they are belleved to be!“ epoaruurer, 
This word, and others of like import, in Greek and Latin, ale 
often uſed when civil reverence or reſpect is all that ls Intended. 
It is not ſimply from the improper uſe of ſuch words, that we 
call the Church of Rome idolatrous z but the uſe of ſuch words 
accompanied with other explanatory words, or explanatory açts, 
is one ground of the charge. 

| Bp. Wren's Hiſtory of Pembroke Hall Cambr, MS, Harl. 
7029. p. 248, Why Fox, a Cambridge man, founded a Col- 
lege at Oxford. | 
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explanation; Which, on a collateral point, he might 
not deem It worth while to give, 

In regard to the paſſage of Theederet in queſ= 
tion, it Is truly aſtoniſhing to ſee with what cool- 
nels you produce itz and yet endeavour to per- 


ſuade your readers, that the author all the while 


agrees with your Church, “ They“ (© the myſti- 
cal ſymbols, after conſecration”) © remain in the 
former Subſtance m.“ In what words of human lan— 


guage is it poſſible to deny tranſubſtantiation, if 


theſe do not deny it? They are in fact a direct 
contradiction of it, For they aſſert that the ele- 


ments do remain in Subſtance, and the Council of 


Trent aſſerts that they do Nor remain in Subſtance ; 
and pronounces an anathema againlt thoſe who ſay 
they do remain"; in which therefore Theodoret 


is included: unleſs perhaps you ſay, what I hope 


is true, that the Holy Fathers did not mean to 
curſe all who in time paſt had taught otherwiſe, 


but only all who ſhould ſo teach in future. In the 


other places, which you quote e, the ſigns, as uſual, 
are called by the names of the things ſignified ; 


and thoſe perſons may probably in this caſe adhere 


with you to the letter, whom in the next inſtance 
you can perſuade to adopt your figure, and believe 


" Reply, p. 456. Theod. Dial, il. p. Bg. F. iv. Par, 1642, 
Si quis dixetit in ſacroſancto Euthariſtie Sacramento re. 


manere ſubſtantiam panis et vini==anathema lit. Goncil, Gen, 
Rom. 1608, T. iv. P. H. f. 238, 


* Reply, p. 354336. 
that 
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that it Gyace," In Theodoret? and In St. Paul, © is 


Chriſt himſelf d. 

The tragedy now grows more Intereſting and Im- 
preffive, While I am defending others, a deadly and 
redoubled blaw is aimed at my own head, „ tell 


you that this quotation is evidently incorrect, to ſay 


no worſe of it.— I repeat it again, Sir, that your 
quotation is incorre&*,” Oh |! Sir, why did you 
meddle with that paſſage of St. Ambroſe ? Ir is 

pity you did. It is another immortal inſtance of 
papal emendation. Sixtus the fifth, before he was 
« made holy by the merits of St. Peter,“ em- 
ployed * many years of pains and ſtudy in illuſ- 
trating*” the works of St. Ambroſe, at that time 
te interdicted, and rendering them ſafe for gene- 
ral peruſal, As ſoon as he became St, Peter's 
Holy Succeſſor, in the very * firſt year of his 
pontificate,” the fruit of his labours appeared in 
an edition of St. Ambroſe dedicated to his Holi- 


neſs, publiſhed by his authority, and fortified with 


his Bull, © ad perpetuam rei memoriam.” He is 
pleaſed to inform us, that the works are © now 


purged of errors,” and he ſtrictly injoins all the 


world not to print “the whole, or any part, but 


W to this Roman edition, which he hopes 


» See Anf, p. 94+ 

y Reply, p. 358, Titus, li. 13. 
i " — 348. 351. 

| * Romanus Pontifex, fi eanonlee fuerlt erdinains, meritir 
B. ab indubitanter efficitur uu, One of the Grego- 
rian Plates, as above, Baron, ad ann. 1076, 


* 
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learned 
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learned and pious men will acknowledge as ge- 


nuine and true n. You hope ſo, holy father? To 


us heretics that ſounds a little like a tacit conſci- 
ouſneſs that they were not © genuine,” But we 
will not dive into the ſcrinium pectoris, nor inter- 
rogate the manes of the deceaſed Pontif. You, 
Sir, have eſcaped his anathema by copying his 
edition, or a true tranſcript of it, (for you men- 
tion 10 edition;) but by following the Pope, you 
falſify the Saint; and falſification, like murder, 
will come out. The honeſt Benedictines, regard- 
leſs in this inſtance of papal thunder, reſtored or 
retained (for others had given it before) the true 
reading. But then, to do them juſtice, in a long 
and curious note they exculpate thoſe who had 
read the paſſage as you do; and reconcile (if you 
will believe them) the true reading with the doc- 
trine of tranſubſtantiation. Their elaborate inge- 
nuity at laſt ends in this, that and ſometimes 
means or; of which they adduce ſeveral gs, 
and every one 1s clearly againſt them *. 


% Mihi Ambrofii—opera—depravata ac=—interdifa—ab 
interjectis erroribus repurganda — mandarunt ?” [Pius iv. et 
Pius v.] Ded. of vol. i. to Greg. xiii. For the other particu- 
lars ſee the Bull of Sixtus v. (or as he is here called, Xyſ- 
tus,””) prefixed to T. vi. in vol. iii. It is alſo prefixed to the 
Par. ed. 163 z. but dated 1625. by miſtake, I ſuppoſe, of the 
leſs uſual * of the original date, MDXXCV. i. e. 
1585. | 
* The true reading (De "TER L. iv. c. iv.) is,“ Ut ¹t 
quæ erant, et in aliud commutentur,“ as cited in my Anſ. 93. 
n. k. So * the accurate Dr. Coſin“ alleged them, p. 72. 
And ſo they ſtand ed. Baſil, 1492. ib. * ib. 1567. and in 


the 
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But all this while I forget that I have wronged 
Bellarmine on this ſubject. He ſays, © The body 
of Chriſt is vi/ibly on the table.” You tell me, 
« Tf you add, Sir, under the accidents of bread, your 
reference is correct.“ My «© reference,” as it 
ſtands, is © corre&t;” and ſo is the tranſlation, 
though not full. For he ſays, it is “ truly and vi- 
| fibly on the table.” You proceed: * This muf 
evidently be the meaning of Bellarmine's aſſertion, 
as in ſeveral paſſages of his works he maintains 
with the whole Catholic Church, that our Saviour's 
body and blood are concealed under the accidents 
or appearances of bread and wine.” Conſiſtency 
18 no attribute of the writers on tranſubſtantiation. 
It is very poſſible the cardinal may have advanced 
things which are not reconcileable with the preſent 
<« aſſertion,” but by the help of ſome ſuch expla- 


the Bened, ed. Par. 1686, The two words in Italics, which 
vou omit, are omitted in the Rom, ed. above mentioned in 
3 vol. 1580, 1579, 1585. and this is followed by the Paris 
ed. 1614. and 1632. Lanfranc, of Italian birth and French 
education, who was nothing more than an archbiſhop, though 


his dexterity in correcting and altering the Scriptures and 
the Fathers, might have recommended him to the Popedom; 


he alſo left out the ſame words in this remarkable and ſingu- 
larly emphatic paſſage. See Dr. James's Specimen (as above,) 
p. 9. I know not whether Vigilius had this paſſage in his eye, 
when he expreſſed himſelf thus, ſpeaking of our Lord's incar- 
nation: Id guod erat non eſt mutatum in carnem.““ Contr. 
Eutych. L. iv. Bibl. Patr. vol. ii. T. iv. col. 662, B. 1589. 
VKeply, p. 289. The other clauſe, * corporally received,” 
is from another part of Bellarmine's works, See Anſ. p. 
76. n. = | 
WES nation 
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nation as that before us: *The body is vi 


on the table;“ for it is “ nder accidents,” which 
intercept the fight of it.” Good! * It is vi/ible1 for 
it is concealed.” Better ſtill! Indeed beſt, moſt wiſe 


and perſpicacious comment! By the ald of ſimilar 
_ Ingenuity you will eaſily demonſtrate darkneſs to 


be light, and all the articles of Pope Pius's creed 
infallible truths, 
It were endleſs to attend to every inſtance on 


this ſingle head of tranſubſtantiation, I will only 


notice one or two other paſſages, where you ſeem 
to miſunderſtand or miſapply holy Scripture. 

You not only without heſitation interpret the 
ſixth chapter of St. John of the Lord's Supper, in 
which, as Jeremy Taylor and others have ſhewn *, 
many of the moſt learned writers of your own 
Church are decidedly againſt you ; but you per= 
petually confound it with the words and circum- 


ſtances of the inſtitution itſelf :. This diſcourſe 


was delivered by our Lord a year before his laſt 


ſupper z and were it granted, or could you ſhew, 


(which I think you cannot, ) that it relates ſolely 


or even primarily to the holy Euchariſt, you can 


never prove that the diſciples ſo applied or ſo 


much as thought of it at that awful moment, 
There are few or no alluſions to it in the writings 
of the other Apoſtles, It was penned by St. John 
in one of the lateſt books of the New Teſtament, 


2 Polem, Works, as above, p. 188. See alſo Water. on 


the Euch. p. 187, &c. 
Letter, p. 43. Reply, 237240. 275—277 . 303- 


when 


„ 
when the Church, well grounded and inſtructed in 


plainer truths, was prepared to receive and under- 
ſtand this and other ſublime and heavenly dif= 


- courſes there recorded, If it does, as you ſuppoſe, 
belong ſtriftly to the Sacrament of Chriſt's bleſſed 


body and blood, you can never achieve what you 


have feebly attempted, to reconcile with the prac» 
tice of withholding the cup from the lalty that pe- 
remptory declaration, “ Verily, verily I ſay unto 
you, except ye eat the fleſh of the Son of man, 
and drink his blood, ye have no life in you:“ of 
which verſe alſo the laſt clauſe, which you have 
miſtranſlated b, ſhews that the words had then a 
preſent ſenſe, before the holy Sacrament was or- 
dained. 

What may be the genuine text * 1 Cor. xi. 
27. there is not here room to inquire. The value 
of a reading depends upon other circumſtances 
| beſides the number of manuſcripts in which it is 


found. That our © tranſlators” have not had re- 


_ courſe to * the laſt of all extremities, corrupting 
the text,—by ſubſtituting the word and for or ©," 
is very certain; for the Alexandrian manuſcript, 


which is above fourteen hundred years old, has 


xa, that is and, here; and there are other good 
authorities for it, more ancient than the practice 
of communion in one kind. If you could eſtab- 


d Reply, p. 277. You fall not have life in you.“ 
Reply, p. 275. © Eat this bread, or drink,” &c, 
© See the ſatisfactory Preface of the late very learned and 
truly benevolent Dr. Woide, p. viii. 
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lin the other reading, it is ſufficient to ſay, that 
St. Paul is ſpeaking of irreverent behaviour at the 
time of celebration; and conſequently that a per- 
ſon, who received one of the ſacred ſymbols with 


due devotion, might yet receive the other in a 


thoughtleſs and unworthy manner. But, in any 


way, it is indeed wonderful, that you can attempt 
to perſuade yourſelf or others, that the cuſtom of 
refuſing the cup to the laity is countenanced by 
this part of St. Paul's Epiſtle, in which drinking 


the cup is ſo often joined with eating the bread ; 


for, among all the ſtrange and incredible things 
ſaid on the ſubject, I have never heard it aſſerted, 


that he who eats the hoſt, drinks the blood of 
Chriſt. 


As for the matter itſelf, 1 am not aware that 


any one has diſproved Biſhop Jewel's challenge by 


producing any primitive authority or example of 
communion in one kind ®, In the firſt ages, as 


your own writers confeſs , the whole congrega- 
* 8 greg 


e «« Tf any ad man of all our adverſaries = be able to 


bring any one ſufficient ſentence, out of any olde catholike 


dectour, or father : or out of any olde generall counſell : or 
out of the holye Scriptures of God: or any one example of 


the primitive churche, whereby it may be clearly and plainly 


proved, that there was any private maſſe in the whole worlde 
at that tyme, for the ſpace of 666 yeres after Chriſt ; or that 


chere Was then any Communion miniſtred unto the people 


under one kind ;—1 promiſed then that I would geve over and 
ſubſcribe unto hym.“ Jewel's Serm. at PFaules Croſley « as 

wy. f. 162. b. | 
Dre Binghum's Antiq, B. xv. e. 5. be F 
. yy tion 
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tion preſent received the bleſſed ſacrament, par- 


taking of the cup as well as of the bread. Nor 
can the inſtances to which you refer 8, whether 


wine was uſed or nor, be deemed exceptions to 


this known and univerſal practice; for, whatever 


you may call them, they were not Communion. 
But you may prove them to be That, or whatever 


_ elſe you pleaſe, when you have proved what you 
elſewhere aſſert, that a Fact is an Opinion; which 


Opinion alſo, as W by the content, is Sacri- 


lege 


Chaos umpire ſits, 


| And by decifion more embroils the fray 
By which he reigns.”  - 


* Letter, p. 97. Reply, p. 272. A perſon had ſome of the 
ſacramental bread at home (perhaps dipt in the wine) and ate 


of it ſecretly. Tertull. ad Uxor. Lib. ii. cap. 5. p. 169. Par. f 


1675. ſee the notes. A ſimilar inſtance in Cypr. de Lapf, 


p. 132. lin. antep. ed. Fell, A dying man ſent a little boy, 
late at night, for a preſbyter ; who, being himſelf ſick, gave to 


the boy a piece of the euchariſtic bread to carry to the old 
man, which he received and died in peace. Euſeb. Hiſt, L. iv. 
c. 44. When St. Ambroſe was dying, a prieſt ** offered to 
him the Lord's body, He reccived it, and die!“ - perhaps 
before the cup could be given him; or perhaps the expreſſion 


includes both, as * breaking bread ”” does Acts xx. 7, and 
elſewhere, Paulinus in Vit. Ambroſ, col. 88. Par. 1632. who 


can hardly open his mouth without a miracle or a voice from 
heaven, Theſe are your authoricies for ſetting aſide our Lord's 
command, and doing what one of your own Popes calls ſacri= 
lege | See the following note, 
% The Diviſon of the myſtery— mean that erroneous 
Opinion,” Reply, p. 292. The decree, in your own tranſla- 
| tion 


—_ —-- 
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With your leave we will now paſs on to what 
you have advanced on the ſubject of Idolatry. It 
commences inauſpiciouſly. . Adumbrare” I tranſ- 
lated by the general word “ exhibit,” You ſay it 

"ſignifies ” „ to make (as is ſaid) a faint likeneſs '," 
Very well; then your Catechiſm permits you © to 
make a faint likeneſs of the Trinity;“ and the 
Scripture forbids all manner of likeneſs of the Al- 
mighty *. Which will you follow ? the oracles of 
God, or the dictates of your Church? For they 
are diametrically oppoſite z unleſs you can prove, 
that the bleſſed Trinity is not the one holy Jealous 
and Almighty God, 

You ſay, * Though we can form no poſſible idea 
of God, yet we cannot reflect upon him without 
involuntarily ſuppoſing ſome likeneſs of bim, which is 
appropriate to our limited conceptions .“ This is 
indeed a lamentable confeſſion. If you here truly 
repreſent the circumſtances of your own mind, or 
of Roman Catholics in general, you never worſhip 
God but under the notion of ſome definite ſhape or 
« likeneſs;"” which is the very eſſence of idolatry | 

This, Sir, abundantly verifies what I apprehended, 
that by gazing on the pictures, which your Church 
allows, you muſt frequently experience an inability 

to | abſtract 28 thoughts perfectly from the im- 


tion of it (ib. n.) runs chus: “ The Diviſon of one and the 
ſame myſtery is a great Sacrilege,”” See Anſ. p. * | 
I Reply, p. 371. | 
* Peut. iv. 15, 16. Anf. p. 95. n. p. 
| Reply, p. 377. n. 


preſſions 
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preſſſions of theſe material objects m. Aſſuredly, 
Sir, this, and not any phyſical incapacity of the 
mind, is the real cauſe of what you ſtyle * invo- 
luntary,” or © impoſſible ,” and the prudent will 
© lay it to heart,” 

But you add, “We are led to this by many 
paſſages in Scripture, which deſcribe him in ſuch 
a manner as convey to us the idea we have of 
men.“ They * deſcribe” him often with human 


paſſions z and ſometimes attribute to him hands and 


eyes j but never, no never, repreſent him with a 
human ſhape, And it is an old and ſound remark 
on this ſubject, that what is ſpoken avIguroraJug 


muſt be underſtood $romgrrue , Theſe condeſcen» 


ſions to the weakneſs of man muſt be interpreted 
as becomes the Majeſty of God, who is not © ma- 


nacled by joint or limb; whoſe throne is heaven, 


and earth his footſtool ; 


« Lives through all life, extends through all extent, 
« Gives undivided, operates unſpent.“ 


You endeavour to exculpate idolatrous prac- 


tices, becauſe © the precept, Thou ſhalt not kill,” 


and others, © even the plaineſt commandments 
may be diſtinguiſhed *.” The ſame Scriptures, 


which forbid murder, command, in many caſes, 


man's blood to be ſhed by the 2 and 


n Anl. p. 97. 

n Chryſvſtom often, eſpecially reſpeAing *© the great work 
of creation,” of which you ſpeak, Sec him on Geneſis, Ham. 
lil, xv. XViti. p. 20. 149. 198, 
„Reply, p. 400. 

E have 
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have often injoined war, which unavoidably leads 
to ſlaughter. But thoſe ſame holy Scriptures, 
from the firſt to the laſt, repreſent and call Idola- 
try by the names of Adultery, Fornication, and 
Whoredom ; and when you, can find blameleſs 
Adultery, and guiltleſs Fornication, and lawful 
Whoredom, then perhaps you may Row us inno- 
cent Idolatry. 

« All the world,” you ſay, “ belides myſelf will 
call“ © the honor which we pay to ſaints and an- 
gels, when we keep holy days in memory of 
them,” © religious honor “.“ I never heard it fo 
called ; but, I am not inclined to diſpute about 
words ; nor ſhould I object to the homage which 
Roman Catholics perform to ſaints and angels, 
when they kneel at their images and invoke them 
by prayer, could I in my conſcience believe it to 


be the me or even lite the reſpect, which we in 


our holy days ſhew towards them; which reſpect, 
as far as it regards the ſaints themſelves, is juſt as 
much religious honour, as we paid religious honour 
to Lord Duncan, when, by the command of our 


Sovereign, we rendered humble thanks to Al- 


mighty God for the brilliant victory, of which it 


had pleaſed him to make that gallant and pious 


Commander the 2 and happy inſtru- 
ment. 


Mr. Thorndike Meme to poſſeſs your eſteem 9, 


P Reply, p. 401. 
Letter, p. 69. 48, Reply, 62. 988, 


becauſe 
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1 
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becauſe he has advanced ſome things tending to 
excuſe or extenuate certain parts of your worſhip, 
which our writers have generally regarded as ido- 
latrous. Since my Anſwer was publiſhed, I have 
| learnt that Mr, Thorndike, not long before his 
death,“ thus expreſſed himſelf on the ſubject: To 
Pray to Saints for thoſe things which only God can 
give, as all Papiſts do“, is by the proper ſenſe of 
the words downright Idolatry. If they ſay their 
| meaning is by a figure only to deſire them to pro- 
cure their requeſts of God; how dare any Chriſ- 
tian truſt his ſoul with that Church which teaches 
that which muſt needs be Idolatry 1 in all that un- 
derſtand not the figure *?” 
—— very true 60 that St. Thomas of Aquin de- 
clares in expreſs words, that it is Idolatry when 
the honour due to God is given to images *;”* and 
it would have been much to your purpoſe to pro- 
duce this his declaration, had I maintained the con- 
ſiſtency, inſtead of expoſing the errors, of the An- 
gelical Doctor. But what avails it to bring for- 
ward the paſſage, unleſs it be to point him out 
more conſpicuouſly as an idolater ſelf- condemned, 


In the Def. p. 13. it was ſaid, that the Catholics “ uſed 
to implore of the bleſſed Virgin help, and protection, and ſal- 
vation.” And in your Letter you explicitly avow it: “ 7. hey 
44% jo fill.“ p. 83. 
| Stillingfleet's Anſ. to ſeveral Treatiſes, 167g. Gen, Pref. 
58. 
. Reply, p. 392. Aquin, in Coloſl. ili, Lect. 1. Tom. 16, 
Ven. 1595. 
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when he alſo profeſſes explicitly, as J quoted from 
him u, © We worſhip the image of Chriſt with the 
higheſt adoration.” Inſtead of © preſuming that ! 
have omitted, - or made ſome falſe gloſſes on his 
words,” why did not you conſult the author him- 
ſelf? His works are common enough ; and the 
edition I uſed, to make it more truly catholic, is 


adorned with blaſphemous engravings, of the ſort 
which, you ſay, you never * attempted *.“ 


I like this ſame Thomas of Aquin. Biſhop La- 
timer, ſpeaking of a certain perſonage, whom you 
make me ſay I ſhould not be afraid to belye?, ſays 
with his uſual quaintneſs, The devil ſhall go for 
my money. He is diligent*,” I do not venture to 
ſay this. I ſay, Thomas of Aquin for my money! 
He is honeſt, He is not aſhamed to maintain, that 
the Croſs is to be adored with ſupreme worſhip z 
and to prove it by the avowed * of the 


* Anſ. p. 108, 

* Reply, p. 381. | | 

Y Reply, 185, Bp, Mountague's words, which I quoted, 
were, It is a ſinne, they ſay, to belye the devill,” Anſ. 42. 
As for John of Leyden, your new authority (“ Roſs's View of 
all Rel.” See alſo the Lives of him and other Sectariſts, by 
Roſs, with wooden cuts,) is as deficient as the former. I did 
not diſpute the fact, but the anner of his accompliſhing his 
purpoſes ; which neither Sleidan nor Roſs ſtates as you do. He 


was an ignorant profligate fanatic, like the founder of the Je- 


ſuits, and many another good ſaint of the Church of Rome. 


See Stillingfl. Idol. of Church of Rome, es 1. 
p. 268. 


See Latim. Serm. by Day, 1562. vol. ii. f. 22. 
church: 


1 


church: * We give ſupreme worſhip to That, in 
which we place our hope of ſalvation. But we 
place our hope of ſalvation in the Croſs of Chriſt; 
For the church ſings, Hail, O Croſs, our only hope. 
Therefore the Croſs of Chriſt is to be worſhipped 
with ſupreme worſhip *.“ Examine it, Sir; and, 
for the credit of your Church and the honour of 
mankind, refute it, if you can, But while words 
have meaning, and men their underſtanding, it 
may be denied, but cannot be diſproved, 

As Thomas paid ſuch reverence to a piece of 
wood, (for a wooden crucifix, it is ſaid, was his fa- 
vourite,) the wood muſt have been more ſenſeleſs 
than a ſtone, not to acknowledge the favour, It 
ſpoke therefore, ſpoke audible words : * Thomas, 
thou haſt written well concerning me |” The 
writer of his life adds, with all the gravity in the 
world, © The noble image till remains, a moſt 


Aquin. P. iii, Q. 25. Art, 4. T. xii, f. 98, b. Ven. 1593. 
Cajetan on this article ſays the bleſſed Virgin alſo, as joined 
with Chriſt, is to be adored with ſupreme worſbip : B. Virgo 
ut res conjuncta Chriſto, adoranda eſt latria. The hymn, © O 
Crux, ave, ſpes unica,“ is aften ſung in the church. See Bre- 
viar. Rom. Antw. 1660. p. 446. 461. 816. To ſhew more 
clearly (if that is poſſible) that the material croſs is meant, 
theſe words make part of the hymn: Arbor decora et fulgi- 
da.“ The Catechiſm of Trent teaches that it is a groſs viola- 
tion of the commandment againſt idolatry ** to put truſt in 
images: Si—credatur—quod fiducia in imaginibus fit figen- 
da. P. iii. in 1 Præcept. $. 34. Such is the agreement between 
their decrees and their practice! | 


E 2 certain 
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certain monument of the fact“! 1 ſuppoſe it 
told every one who interrogated it, that it had 
held this converſation with the Angelical Doctor 

Is not this now pure doctrine and pure devotion 
in the unerring Church ? And was not Thomas a 
precious mortal for one Pope to canonize as a 
Saint©? and for another © to enroll among the 
Doctors of the Church? whom penitents ſhould 


addreſs with their vows, and poets invoke with 
their ſongs? 


Sancte veni, precibuſque tuas mitiſſime noſtris 
Junge preces, nobiſque tuo placabile numen 
Concilia adventu, noſtriſque occurre periclis. 
Reſpice nos duris attritos undique bellis e. 


It is in vain, that you labour to defend or exte- 
nuate ſome of theſe idolatrous practices by appeal- 
ing to Origen, St. Auguſtin, St. Chryſoſtom, or 
others f. Decipit exemplar vitiis imitabile,“ 
though the remark of a Pagan, is not unworthy 
of a Chriſtian's conſideration. In your inſtances 


v Durat adhuc nobilis illa effigies, certiſſimum rei monu- 
mentum. Life, f. 17. prefixed to vol. i. Ven. 1594. | 
© He died in . and was canonized in 1323. See, as 


above, Bullar. i. f. 175—177. and Spondan. Contin. Baron. 
ad ann. 1274. No. li, 


4 Pius V, the ſame who depoſed Queen Elizabeth. Bullar. 
li, f. 168. And, as blaſphemous impieties ſeem the readieſt 
way to ſaintſhip at Rome, this Pius V was canonized in his 
turn, in 1712. Leſlie, as before, p. 492. | | 
_ © Vida's Hymns, as above, Divo Tho. , p. 197. 

: Reply, p· 1 


(all 


1 | 

(all of them, except ones, late in the fourth cen» 
tury) JI can diſcover nothing more than an oratori- 
cal apoſtrophe, or, perhaps, a culpable invocation. 
But were it true, that Chryſoſtom himſelf, whoſe 
page, pure in general as the gold of Ophir, is not 
always without alloy ; were it true, that he adored 
the croſs, or prayed to the bleſſed Virgin, I am no 
more bound to follow him in this his ſuperſtition, 
than I am to follow David in his adultery, Peter 
in his denial, or the reſt of the Apoſtles 1 in forſak- 
ing their Lord, 
Laws, divine as well as human, framed for rea- 
ſonable beings, are conceived in general terms, 
without proviſion for excepted caſes, or poſſible 
occurrences. We are commanded to obey the 
King, to honour our parents, and fubmit ourſelves 
to our ſpiritual paſtors and governours. But if 


e Origen, in the Third century, famous for his learning and 
his eccentricity ; who, in the midſt of a ſermon, breaks out 
into this apoſtrophe : ** All places are full of angels; come, 
O angel, receive one converted from error, &c. Hom. 1. 
in Ezek. T. iii. p. 358. col. 2. Par. 1740. How different is 
this from the direct and formal * prayer to your Guardian 
Angel,” Anſ. p. 136. And yet you do not heſitate to ſay, 
« This [of Origen] appears to be a formal condemnation of 
my ſcandalous comment on“ that “ prayer.“ Reply, p. 438. 
And, in ſpite of this direct adargſi to an Angel, you affirm it 
« js one of my many gratuitous aſſertions, that you ever fail to 
make your addreſſes directly to God. ib. 61. where however 
you quite miſtake the object of the remark, Anſ. p. 13. for [ 
alluded to the prayers of Diſlenters, not of Catholics, See 
Def. p. 75. $. 18. 
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my parents bid me ſteal, if my ſovereign bids me 
abjure my Saviour, or if a pope or a prelate en- 
Joins me to adore a crucifix, or worſhip a ſaint; 
there is an antecedent law, by which I am bound 
to hearken to God rather than men : and the 
voice of that law is, © Thou ſhalt worſhip the 
Lord thy God, and Him only ſhalt thou ſerve *.” 

Your attempts to make repriſals, by faſtening 
upon blemiſhes, or pointing out faults, real or 
imaginary, in our Church or her members, are 
equally fruitleſs. Could you demonſtrate that we 
are involved in Egyptian darkneſs, That would 
not prove your Church to be the empire of light, 


the land of Goſhen or of Canaan, the true vine- 
yard of the Lord of hoſts, 


Of the arguments and remarks in my ſhort 
pamphlet there are many, which, diffuſe as your 
Reply is, you have not condeſcended to notice !. 
One, an obſervation of Ludovicus Vives, you paſs 
over ſlightly, as you © could not procure the ve- 
rification of the paſſage;” having been * told,” 
« jt is the only work - not to be found in the Bod- 
leian library of that author *,”” You were miſin- 


h Matth. iv. 10. | | 

1 Some of the places Nightly or not at all noticed are theſe : 
p. 92. n. . p. 105. n. J. p. 124—126. (See Reply, p. 419.) 
p. 129. the paſſage of Beza not produced. p. 136, 137. ex- 
cept a ſingle remark, p. 438. n. *, which I have given in the 

laſt note but one. 
* Reply, p. 413. | 
= formed. 
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formed. In that ample repoſitory there are two 
copies of the work in queſtion, © St. Auguſtin of 
the Citie of God, with the learned Comments of 
John Ludovicus Vives ;” one in Engliſh, with the 
title now given, the other in Latin; as you may 
ſee by the references below l. 
Reſpecting the number of Roman Catholics, 
now that you ſay you © had an eye only” to a 
part of the pariſh un, where your words ſeemed to 
compriſe the whole, we are pretty well agreed. 
But when you compoſe an encomium .on them, 
generally and individually, and again * appeal to 
me to atteſt © the truth of it v,“ I muſt beg to 
be excuſed, Public panegyric or public cenſure 
is not my duty; but rather to exhort all to do 
what all have need to do, repent and amend. It 
Was alſo my wiſh to continue ſilent for another 
reaſon ; which, now that you again ſo © imperi- 
ouſly *” call upon me, I am compelled to mention. 
One of the houſes, on which you beſtow abun- 
dant commendation, is the only one in the pariſh, 
to which I have been called out, near midnight, 
to quell and diſperſe riotous company. If ſuch 
things might happen, as I am willing to hope, 
without blame, they certainly leave no room for 
vg. 


1 The Englit, (London, 1620, fol.) Theol. T. 8. 4. The 
Lan (2 vol. 8 vo. 1596.) Crynes, 610, 611. 

Reply, p. 55 

" Ib. p. 55. Letter, p. 102. 

Ib. p. 7. 


The 
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The preſent of the Defence Mill difteaſes you, 
| am ſorry for it z but fee he reaſon te reproach 
myſelf, that, eonfiding in what 1 believed to be 
genulne candour, I fhewed the fame mark of re-= 
ſpect to You, as to other eſtoximed Priends and 
Neighbours, 

I am no perſecutor, Sir, as you are pleaſed to 
infinuate, nor „ abettor of perſecution “.“ If I 
know my own heart, notwithſtanding your reite- 

rated charge of © animoſity *,” 1 bear ill will to 

no foul living. My oppoſitton is to doctrines, not 
to men; and though you kindly repreſent me as 
e an enemy to my country, —and an enemy of the 


darkeſt hue,” I am not conſcious that I have 


done any thing to intitle me to ſuch diſtinction, 
but this, that, as the exigences of my ſituation 
and repeated attacks demanded, I endeavoured to 
defend that Church, whoſe doctrines I cordially 
believe, and, as you yourſelf tell me, “have 
ſworn to maintain *.” | 
Jou mean no ſlight nor idle compliment to 
the eſtabliſhed Church of England, when you ex- 
prefs your confidence that my ſentiments upon 
this ſubje& are adopted by few or none of them®,” 
Many perſons may ſuppoſe, as I did, © that the 


Reply, p. 5. 11. 

4 Ib. p. 3. | 

* Ib. title page and p. 469. 
lb. p. 4. 

Ib. p. 262. 310. n. 


„ Ib, p. 464. 
* Roman 


0 

Roman Eathelie falth had in ſeveral reſpects, at 
leaft in theſe kingdoms, undergone à filent re- 
formatien “.“ But you gloty In affuring us, that it 
_ Eontinues without features of change, the ſame 
that it always has been *; and If fo, what it is in 
your books we are not ignorant, and what it was 
in practice two centuries ago we have cauſe to re- 
member z nor do | know of any one member of 
our Church, whoſe “ ſentiments ” reſpecting it 
differ from my own. 

But © in allowing you to profeſs and practiſe 
the religion of your anceſtors, you ſhall ever pre- 
ſume they “ our preſent rulers”) meant to en- 
courage you to prove it neither repugnant to com- 
mon ſenſe, incompatible with morality, nor con- 
trary to Chriſtian revelation v.“ Surely, Sir, you 
miſtake their meaning. The legiſlature, in the 
matter of toleration, regard the peace of ſociety, 
rather than the truth of opinions. No long period 
has elapſed ſince the Roman Catholics of theſe 
realms, inſtigated by the Pope and his prelates 
and prieſts, were daily forming conſpiracies againſt 
the welfare of the ſtate, Theſe treaſonable princi- 
ples and practices their deſcendants now diſclaim, 
Government gladly accepts their profeſſions of at- 
tachment; and tolerates alike the Quakers, who 
reje& both the Sacraments, which Chriſt ordained, 


» Anſ, 165. 
x Letter, p. 91. n. Reply, p. 490. 
* Reply, p. 4. | 


and 


„ 
and the Roman Catholics, who add to them Five, 
which Chriſt did not ordain. 


You do me the honour frequently to introduce 


me with diſtinguiſhed infidels ; with Julian the 


Apoſtate, with Porphyry and Hume, Rouſſeau and 
Voltaire ?. Of their works, Sir, I have read few 
or none; but their characters I abhor, eſpecially 


that of the philoſopher of Ferney, as approaching 


nearer to the cold malignity of a wicked ſpirit, 
than that of any other man of whom I ever 
heard or read, No, Sir, theſe © beguiling conſtel- 
lations*” did not dazzle my ſight, attracted none of 
my veneration, when I ventured to call this an 
« enlightened age ;” a remark which you are 


pleaſed to treat with ineffable contempt *. And 


yet, Sir, 1 cannot but perſuade myſelf, that the 
days we live in are bleſſed not only with a wider 


diffuſton of general knowledge, but alſo with rea- 


dier acceſs to; and more abundant diferination 


Utz religious truth than Welt other ages, Perhaps 
than any ether atze; (that of the Apoſtlesz which 


All Was d IEAFACt age; AIGHE enespteclz) EVEF eh 


ſayed. Whether, in the wilt gf this effulgence of 


day, there are any wha chaaſe if dark nest rather 


than light 4) and if they da, whether it is d be- 
_ Cauſe their deeds are evil,“ are queſtions which 1 


* Reply, p. 3+ 172. 200, 319. 439. 

" Reply, P» 489. 5 | h 

) Reply, p. 29, 30. 38. 52. 194+ 200. 235, 487. 489, 490. 
492. ; 


leave 
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leave with all humility to His wiſdom and His 
mercy, who knows and governs all things. 

You * appeal to my moſt ſecret and unbiaſſed 
reflections; and ſay © candor and juſtice call 
upon me to recant and diſclaim - malicious re- 
preſentation.®” It may look like an inſult on 
yourſelf and the public to profeſs myſelf ſincere in 
what I have written; and yet, under theſe circum- 
ſtances, the profeſſion ſeems neceſſary, I did then 
moſt certainly, with all the attention in my power, 
conſider the ſubject in its different branches and 
bearings before I firſt wrote; and I have, ſince 
that time, reviewed and revolved it repeatedly, I 
never * imputed” to papiſts the © foul idea,” which 
you mention 9, of eating © pieces” of Chriſt's bleſ. 
ſed body; though I cannot ſee that the © barbarous 
and inhuman” act loſes much of its horror, were it 
poſſible I could fallow a friend whole; inſtead of 
mc: 1 gave the words and ſentiments of 

ur Church fairly from the books and authors 
qu8ted j Ant escept the miltakes above ark OW. 
ledged the fichest, after your Fur AWHtdrerl and 
hinety feu Pages FEMATAL as (TE WAS z the alleged 
autharities true aneh MhAtantial the apiniens AA 
raſhly ar injviieully (ated, the arguments nane af 
them either invalidated or weakened, This 1 de- 
clare ta be my firm perſuaſlon, if I muſt declare it, 
in His preſence who is privy to my heart and 


© Reply, p. 236, 097... 4 Reply, p. 336. 


your's 
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your's whe ſhall one day judge us both, and 
will, I humbly hope, pardon us both through je- 
ſus Chriſt, 


Indeed, Sir, this, as you are ſenſible, bs. not a 
time for diffimulation. “ What dge,” you aſk me, 
« ever witneſſed ſo general a falling eff from the 
faith as the preſent * ?” J do not hefitate to anſwer, 
none, We agree In the fact, but we account for 
it very differently, You plainly inflavate , in mere 
places than one, that infidelity has its origin in 
the rejection of that * infallible tribunal,” whoſe 
e right,” you ſay, in the true ſpirit of your writers, 
« if” it © be abuſive, the abuſe muſt be attri- 
buted to the Apoſtles themſelves, and to Jzsvs 
CarisTE8!!” I on the contrary attribute the 
reigning infidelity to the errors of that vaunted 
tribunal. Let facts ſpeak. 


; Reply, p p 490. 
f « 'This unfortunate ſyſtem leads directly, if not to infide- 


lity, at leaſt to all uncertainty in religion.” Reply, p. 173. 
« Muſt not free-thinking break in upon us, and indeed does 
it not break in upon us with haſty ſtrides, like an irreſiſtible 
torrent, when the church” & c. p. 179. — on the 
xxth Article, See alſo p. 492. 319. 


C Reply, p. 174. Coſter's argument (Anſ, p. 112. n. v.) 
is of a piece with this, but not quite ſo bold: ** If tranſub. 
ſtantiation is not true, C%%% Lat dealt niwwortbily With his 
church in ſuffering it.“ This, you ſay, p. 364, ** is certainly 
unani{werable.”” And you tell us“ What our bleſſed Saviour 
ought neceſſarily to have done,“ p. 175, what it would have 
been %%% in him not to have done, p 238, and what he 
"0 ow” have done, p. 319. And yet when 1 took the liberty, 
p. 67. 
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It has long been known, that in France and 
Italy, where the * laws“ of Chriſt are © irteforma- 
bly interpreted for all Chriſtians u,“ the men of 
rank and education were almoſt univerſally unbe⸗ 
levers. The propertion, probably, number for 
number, was fifty te one, when compared with fi. 
milar elaſſes in this country ; where, admitting the 
poſſibility ef error even in ehurehes and eeunells, 
we acknowledge ne other infallible rule, but the 
Holy Seriptures 
What is the relative ſituation of thefe countries 
at preſent? In this kingdom, notwithſtanding 
the wiles and diabolical diligence of the patrons of 
infidelity,” I hope and truſt few or no proſelytes are 
made, Indifference rather than unbelief is our 
fault, How are matters abroad Who does not 
there © diſcern the ſigns of the times?“ Who does 
not ſee, in the cauſe and the courſe of © the right- 
aiming thunderbolts, that for the idolatry and ſu- 
perſtition of modern Babylon the earth trembles ? 
Voltaire and his aſſociates, rejecting with ſcorn the 
groſs corruptions of their national religion, rejected 
the truth alſo ; and formed the impious deſign of 
exterminating the whole ſyſtem of Chriſtianity, 
Their diſciples applaud their ſayings, and tread in 


p. 67, to parry a remark of this ſort by a contrary ſappoſition, 
you tell me, © It is truly a new funRion of the Chriſtian paſtor, 
to inform his fluck what our bleſſed Saviour (ſhould have 
done," p. 436. It ſeems a layman may do It fafely, “ Ego 
met ml ignoſco, Menius Anqul!.““ ET 


Reply, p. 43. 


their 


1 
their ſteps. Having renounced their God, and 
murdered their ſovereign, by a horrid revival of 
pagan ceremonies, they have deified the man, who 
was the grand and avowed projector of the miſ- 
chief. Suffering therefore in a tenfold degree, by 
anarchy, oppreſſion and maſſacres, the fruits and 
conſequences of their own enormities, they are the 
rod of divine anger lifted up to warn and to chaſ- 
tiſe ſurrounding nations, Proteſtant ſtares, in their 
treachery and ſins, do not eſcape ; but the ſtorm 
deſcends with more than double fury on the tyranny 
of Rome in all its kingdoms and dependences. 
Thus ſhe, in whom „ was found the blood of the 
ſaints,” (Rev. xviii. 24. xvil, 6.) is perſecuted in 
her turn; and the vengeance commences in exact 
agreement with the ſure word of prophecy. Her 
_ own friends, thoſe who had given their power and 
ſtrength unto the beaſt that carrieth her,” now 
ee hate her, and make her deſolate.” (Rev. xvii. 13. 
7. 16.) Whether the wrath, that is gone forth, ſhall 
be her final viſitation, or is only a prelude to it, a 
ſhort time will ſhew: and that no Engliſhman may 
be of the number of thoſe, who, when they be- 
hold her plagues, do not repent, (Rev. xvi. 11.) 
is the ſincere prayer of, 


Sir, 
Your obliged and faithful 
humble ſervant, 
Mitldleten, Es | 


April 26, 1798. 3 | 
R. CHURTON. 


